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TUESDAY,  APRIL  12,  1994 

House  of  Representatives,  Subcommittee  on  Envi- 
ronment and  Natural  Resources  joint  with  Sub- 
committee on  Fisheries  Management,  Committee 
on  Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries, 

Washington,  DC. 

The  Subcommittees  met,  pursuant  to  call,  at  1:39  p.m.,  in  room 
1334,  Longworth  House  Office  Building,  Hon.  Gerry  E.  Studds 
[chairman  of  the  Subcommittee  on  Environment]  presiding. 

Present:  Representatives  Studds,  Manton,  Tauzin,  Hochbrueck- 
ner,  Pallone,  Laughlin,  Unsoeld,  Lancaster,  Hamburg,  Young, 
Coble,  Gilchrest,  Castle,  Taylor,  Torkildsen. 

Staff  Present:  Jeffrey  Pike,  Chief  of  Staff;  Tom  Kitsos,  Chief 
Counsel;  Sue  Waldron,  Press  Secretary;  Dan  Ashe,  Staff  Director, 
Environment  and  Natural  Resources;  Jim  Mathews,  Staff  Director, 
Fisheries  Management;  Greg  Lambert  and  David  Hoskins,  Counsel; 
Lori  Rosa  and  Marvadell  Zeeb,  Staff  Assistants;  Jean  Flemma, 
Frank  Lockhart,  Chris  Mann,  Jan  Oliver,  Todd  Preston,  Connor 
Eglin,  Elizabeth  Megginson,  Professional  Staff;  Harry  Burroughs, 
Minority  Staff  Director;  Rod  Moore,  Richard  Russell,  Lisa  Pittman, 
and  Tom  Melius,  Minority  Professional  Staff;  and  Finlay  Anderson, 
Bonnie  Bruce,  and  Amy  Santin,  Sea  Grant  Fellows. 

OPENING  STATEMENT  OF  HON.  GERRY  E.  STUDDS,  A  U.S.  REP- 
RESENTATPVE  FROM  MASSACHUSETTS,  AND  CHAIRMAN, 
SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  ENVIRONMENT  AND  NATURAL  RE- 
SOURCES 

Mr.  Studds.  Today,  the  Subcommittees  on  Environment  and 
Natural  Resources  and  on  Fisheries  Management  come  together  to 
hear  from  three  Federal  agencies  whose  collective  budget  and  ex- 
pertise represent  a  significant  portion  of  natural  resource  manage- 
ment of  our  nation's  forests,  rivers,  watersheds,  and  oceans.  As 
stewards  of  the  land  and  sea,  these  agencies  are  being  confronted 
with  growing  expectations  and  challenges,  a  situation  made  all  the 
more  formidable  in  the  current  climate  of  doing  more  with  less. 

Having  presided  over  many  of  these  hearings  under  previous  Ad- 
ministrations, I  think  I  can  confidently  predict  that  today's  pro- 
ceedings will  be  considerably  less  tortuous  than  some  in  years  past. 
While  this  is  not  to  say  there  isn't  room  for  improvement — funding 
for  building  sustainable  fisheries  and  for  the  operation  and  mainte- 
nance of  National  Wildlife  Refuges  come  immediately  to  mind — the 
request  does,  by  and  large,  put  our  priorities  where  they  need  to 
be  for  managing  our  natural  resources. 

(l) 


As  the  agency  with  principal  authority  for  protecting  and  en- 
hancing fish  and  wildlife  and  their  habitats,  the  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  manages  over  500  national  wildlife  refuges,  32  wetland 
management  districts,  and  77  fish  hatcheries,  for  a  total  land  mass 
of  some  92  million  acres.  I  am  pleased  to  see  that  this  year's  re- 
quest for  the  Service  contains  increases  for  endangered  species, 
habitat  conservation,  land  acquisition,  and  for  major  ecosystem  ini- 
tiatives in  the  Pacific  Northwest  and  in  South  Florida. 

The  National  Marine  Fisheries  Service  has  an  enormous  and  ter- 
rifying job  in  having  to  balance  resource  protection  with  promoting 
a  sustainable  fishing  industry.  They  do  this  with  such  a  deficit  of 
scientific  data  on  the  status  of  major  stocks  and  insufficient  re- 
sources to  meet  an  ever-growing  list  of  expectations  which  we  in 
Congress  continue  to  heap  upon  them.  It  is  certainly  of  great  con- 
cern to  myself  and  to  many  on  this  Committee  whose  constituents 
today  face  unprecedented  challenges  to  their  jobs,  their  commu- 
nities, and,  indeed,  to  their  way  of  life. 

It  is  also  a  pleasure  to  welcome  for  the  first  time  before  the  Com- 
mittee the  "new  kid  on  the  block"  at  the  Interior  Department:  the 
National  Biological  Survey.  The  Survey  had  a  somewhat  tumul- 
tuous birthing  ceremony  last  year,  and  we  are  continuing  to  work 
to  authorize  the  agency.  This  is  of  paramount  importance  because 
I  believe  that  with  the  compromises  worked  out  in  this  Committee 
last  year,  the  Department's  restructuring  will  provide  us  with  a 
more  efficient  and  effective  means  for  obtaining  the  biological  re- 
search, inventory  and  monitoring  programs  we  desperately  need. 
The  transfer  of  facilities,  personnel,  and  programs  to  the  Survey  is 
all  but  complete,  and  today  we  have  the  opportunity  to  examine  the 
results  of  this  reorganization. 

As  is  our  custom,  we  will  hear  from  the  agencies  one  at  a  time 
beginning — actually,  we  are  going  to  begin  with  the  Assistant  Sec- 
retary, Mr.  Frampton,  who  has  joined  us,  then  with  the  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service,  concluding  with  the  National  Biological  Survey. 
And,  finally,  we  will  ask  the  National  Fish  and  Wildlife  Foundation 
to  offer  their  views  on  the  agencies'  budgets  including  an  assess- 
ment of  how  the  three  interact  to  form  a  comprehensive  resource 
management  network. 

Mr.  Studds.  Before  I  turn  to  our  panel,  are  there  any  opening 
remarks?  The  gentleman  from  New  York,  the  Chairman  of  the 
Fisheries  Management  Subcommittee. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  THOMAS  J.  MANTON,  A  U.S.  REPRESENT- 
ATIVE FROM  NEW  YORK,  AND  CHAIRMAN,  SUBCOMMITTEE 
ON  FISHERIES  MANAGEMENT 

Mr.  Manton.  I  thank  the  Chairman.  Good  afternoon,  ladies  and 
gentlemen.  At  this  time  last  year,  I  had  just  assumed  the  Chair  of 
the  Fisheries  Management  Subcommittee,  and  one  of  my  first  offi- 
cial actions  was  the  examination  of  the  budget  for  the  National  Ma- 
rine Fisheries  Service. 

During  that  hearing  and  our  series  of  hearings  on  the  reauthor- 
ization of  the  Magnuson  Act,  we  heard  one  common  complaint.  For 
12  years,  the  Federal  Government  had  failed  to  responsibly  fund 
marine  fisheries  programs,  and  this  failure  had  seriously  under- 
mined  efforts  to   conserve   and   manage   our   fisheries   resources. 


While  money  alone  will  not  solve  all  the  problems  of  our  fisheries, 
we  delude  ourselves  if  we  think  that  we  can  address  these  prob- 
lems without  investing  adequate  funds. 

This  year,  President  Clinton  has  broken  with  recent  past  prac- 
tices and  submitted  a  budget  request  that  demonstrates  great  com- 
mitment to  protecting  the  marine  environment.  Although  some  will 
argue  that  this  request  is  still  insufficient  for  properly  funding  our 
Federal  fisheries  programs,  I  am  gratified  that  the  Administration 
has  proposed  a  $50.5  million  increase  in  overall  spending  for  the 
National  Marine  Fisheries  Service.  As  we  attempt  to  reduce  the 
horrendous  deficit  that  developed  during  the  1980's,  the  competi- 
tion within  the  Administration  for  funds  to  support  worthy  pro- 
grams becomes  increasingly  fierce.  So  this  level  of  funding  for  fish- 
eries programs  is  indeed  a  victory.  Our  next  battle  is  to  convince 
the  full  House  to  provide  funding  in  line  with  the  Administration 
request. 

Today,  we  examine  the  President's  budget  requests  for  NMFS, 
the  National  Biological  Survey,  and  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service. 
This  approach  will  allow  the  Subcommittee  to  examine  comprehen- 
sively the  funding  of  Federal  fishery  management  and  conservation 
efforts.  I  look  forward  to  hearing  more  details  on  these  requests 
and  to  working  with  the  Administration  to  ensure  our  fisheries  con- 
servation and  management  programs  are  effective  and  properly  im- 
plemented. I  yield  back  the  balance  of  my  time,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Studds.  The  gentleman  from  Massachusetts. 

Mr.  TORKILDSEN.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  On  behalf  of  the 
ranking  Member  of  the  Full  Committee,  Mr.  Fields,  I  would  like  to 
ask  unanimous  consent  to  submit  this  statement  for  Mr.  Fields. 

Mr.  Studds.  Without  objection. 

Mr.  TORKILDSEN.  Thank  you. 

[Statement  of  Mr.  Fields  follows:] 

Statement  of  Hon.  Jack  Fields,  a  U.S.  Representative  from  Texas,  and 
Ranking  Minority  Member,  Committee  on  Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  purpose  of  our  hearing  this  afternoon  is  to  review  the  proposed 
fiscal  year  1995  budgets  for  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  the  National  Marine 
Fisheries  Service,  and  the  National  Biological  Survey  (NBS). 

I  believe  the  Administration  has  requested  an  increase  in  the  amount  that  was 
appropriated  last  year  for  each  of  these  three  agencies.  I  understand  that  a  major 
portion  of  the  increase  for  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  will  be  for  ecosystem  man- 
agement programs  in  the  Pacific  Northwest  and  in  south  Florida.  The  increase  in- 
cludes support  for  the  North  American  Free  Trade  Agreement  and  additional  fund- 
ing for  our  National  Wildlife  Refuge  System. 

The  proposed  increase  for  the  National  Marine  Fisheries  Service  will  be  used  to 
gather  resource  and  fishery  industry  information.  This  will  assist  in  the  manage- 
ment of  fishery  programs,  including  protected  species  management. 

The  Administration  is  also  requesting  a  $9.6  million  increase  for  the  National  Bio- 
logical Survey.  This  increase  would  assist  research  on  ecosystems  in  the  Pacific 
Northwest  and  south  Florida.  It  would  also  include  an  increase  for  the  development 
of  an  information  and  technology  infrastructure. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  again  like  to  note  that  I  do  not  support  the  increase  for 
the  National  Biological  Survey.  In  fact,  I  must  again  reiterate  that  I  opposed  the 
creation  of  the  National  Biological  Survey.  I  personally  feel  that  the  NBS  is  unwar- 
ranted for  it  has  unleashed  1,734  agents  who  collect  data  that  will  be  used  to  decide 
what  lands  are  wet,  which  species  are  endangered,  and  what  development,  if  any, 
will  be  allowed  on  millions  of  acres  of  private  property.  I  suggest  that  the  NBS  per- 
sonnel be  reassigned  to  their  original  agencies. 


With  that,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  share  in  your  welcome  to  the  witnesses  today  and 
look  forward  to  hearing  testimony  on  their  respective  fiscal  year  1995  budget  re- 
quests. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Studds.  Are  there  additional  opening  statements?  The  gen- 
tleman from  Louisiana. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  BILLY  TAUZIN,  A  U.S.  REPRESENTATIVE 
FROM  LOUISIANA,  AND  CHAIRMAN,  SUBCOMMITTEE  ON 
COAST  GUARD  AND  NAVIGATION 

Mr.  Tauzin.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  Mr.  Chairman,  as  one 
who  witnessed  the  birthing  without  authorization  of  the  National 
Biological  Survey,  I  must  say  an  unauthorized  birthing  has  a  par- 
ticular connotation  where  I  come  from.  But  having  witnessed  it  in 
the  last  session  of  Congress  and  having  seen  the  House  agree  on 
several  very  important  amendments  to  protect  property  rights  and 
the  rights  of  citizens  of  our  country  who  may  be  part  of  this  Bio- 
logical Survey,  including  the  right  to  make  sure  that  it  is  done  in 
a  scientific  manner  and  not  by  persons  or  parties  with  special  in- 
terests involved,  we  are  interested  to  hear  from  these  agencies.  I 
am  particularly  interested  since  I  understand  that  without  having 
an  authorization  for  the  Biological  Survey,  we  are  now  seeing  a  re- 
quest for  increased  funding  for  the  Survey.  We  are  interested  in 
seeing  how  it  is  being  organized  and  how  it  is  progressing  and 
whether  or  not  some  of  the  very  clear  statements  of  the  House  of 
Representatives  are  being  listened  to  in  regards  to  how  the  Survey 
will  be  conducted. 

We  are  also  particularly  interested  in  whether  or  not  in  this 
business  the  agencies  will  disagree  with  the  parliamentarian  who 
ruled  that  humans  were  not  germane  to  the  question  of  biological 
surveys.  I  assume  that  to  mean — not  even  related  to  the  biological 
family  of  plants  and  animals  with  whom  we  share  this  planet.  I 
will  be  interested  in  seeing  the  human  equation  expressed  in  the 
agency  organization  around  the  Survey. 

I  recently  received  a  letter,  for  example,  from  a  family  known  as 
the  Davidsons  in  Austin,  Texas,  who  bought  an  acre  and  a  half  of 
land  to  build  a  home  in  the  middle  of  other  developed  lots  for 
homes  only  to  find  out  that  Fish  and  Wildlife  Services  told  them 
that  to  build  on  that  property  would  violate  provisions  of  the  ESA 
protecting  golden  cheeked  warblers,  black-caped  vireos,  and  cave 
invertebrates. 

The  Davidsons  are  a  poor  family  living  in  a  1,600  foot,  two-bed- 
room home  with  several  children — in  fact,  three  children.  And  they, 
like  a  lot  of  Americans,  are  wondering  how  and  when  they  are 
going  to  be  considered  in  the  equation  by  which  we  protect  plants 
and  animals,  wet  environments,  and  other  areas  of  importance  to 
the  agencies  before  us  today.  They  want  to  know  whether  or  not 
they  are  going  to  be  taken  into  consideration  in  the  context  of  the 
regulations  that  are  going  to  continue  to  flow  from  these  agencies 
today. 

Mr.  Chairman,  as  one  of  the  family  of  humans  who  call  them- 
selves citizens  of  this  country,  I  will  be  very  interested  in  some  of 
these  answers  today. 


Mr.  Studds.  Are  there  additional  opening  comments?  The  gentle- 
woman from  Washington. 

Ms.  Unsoeld.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  would  like  to  have 
a  statement  inserted  in  the  record. 

Mr.  Studds.  Without  objection. 

Ms.  Unsoeld.  I  am  tempted  to  make  a  statement  after  the  last 
one,  but  because  we  have  such  high-powered  representation  from 
the  Administration,  I  would  prefer  to  get  to  their  testimony  as  soon 
as  possible. 

Mr.  Studds.  Are  there  members  who  cannot  resist?  The  gen- 
tleman from  Maryland  looks  tempted. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  WAYNE  T.  GILCHREST,  A  U.S. 
REPRESENTATIVE  FROM  MARYLAND 

Mr.  Gilchrest.  Well,  I  was  tempted.  I  came  in  on  the  gentleman 
from  Louisiana's  closing  statement.  I  didn't  hear  the  beginning  of 
it. 

Mr.  Studds.  It  is  just  as  well. 

Mr.  Tauzin.  I  beg  your  pardon,  Mr.  Chairman? 

Mr.  Studds.  No.  I  meant  for  all  of  us. 

Mr.  Gilchrest.  So  I  will  follow  Ms.  Unsoeld's  lead  and  certainly 
give  more  time  to  the  experts  in  this  particular  field.  I  do  think 
that  humans  need  to  be  taken  into  consideration  when  these  regu- 
lations are  compiled,  but  human  beings  are  part  of  the  ecosystem 
itself,  and  our  impact  on  the  environment  has  a  direct  impact  on 
the  quality  of  our  lives.  And  I  know  we  have  to  sometimes  hone  in 
and  make  more  efficient  redundancy  in  the  bureaucracy  and  reduce 
the  duplication  and  sometimes  reduce  the  insensitivity  on  the  part 
of  bureaucrats  and  politicians  on  people. 

But  we  have  to  be  careful  about  using  very  isolated  incidents  to 
throw  out  of  whack  an  entire  program  that  is  good  for  the  Nation. 
We  also  have  to  be  considerate  to  local  planning  and  zoning  issues 
that  if — well,  I  said  I  wasn't  going  to  talk  very  long,  but  this  is  an 
interesting  debate  that  I  think  the  longer  this  debate  does  on,  the 
more  sophisticated  the  debate  becomes.  So  I  look  forward  to  it  in 
the  coming  months  and  possible  year. 

Mr.  Studds.  It  is  a  good  thing  the  gentleman  wasn't  here  for  the 
discussion  of  unauthorized  birthings  [berthings].  Without  objection, 
any  further  references  will  be  to  a  boat  that  ties  up  at  the  wrong 
dock.  The  gentleman  from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  Coble.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  can  resist  for  myself,  but  I  would 
like  to  have  the  statement  from  Congressman  Fields  inserted  into 
the  record. 

Mr.  Studds.  That  is  twice.  It  will  be  underlined. 

Mr.  Coble.  I  am  sorry — Mr.  Young,  wolfman  from  Alaska. 

Mr.  Studds.  By  all  means,  that  will  also  be  underlined.  Without 
objection. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Mr.  Young  follows:] 

Statement  of  Hon.  Don  Young,  a  U.S.  Representative  from  Alaska,  and 
Ranking  Minority  Member,  Subcommittee  on  Fisheries  Management 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  just  have  a  few  remarks  to  make  about  the  budgets  we  will  be 
examining  today. 

I  have  become  increasingly  concerned  about  the  lack  of  balance  in  the  budgets  of 
the  resource  agencies  under  our  jurisdiction.  Let  me  assure  you  that  this  is  not  a 


partisan  issue.  The  budget  trends  have  remained  constant,  regardless  of  which 
party  is  in  control  of  the  White  House. 

The  problem  is  similar  to  that  which  we  used  to  face  with  the  Coast  Guard.  We 
put  lots  of  money  into  acquisition  and  construction,  but  very  little  into  operating  ex- 
penses. As  a  result,  the  Coast  Guard  had  cutters  that  couldn't  sail  because  they  had 
no  fuel,  and  helicopters  that  couldn't  fly  because  they  had  no  pilots. 

We  now  seem  to  be  seeing  the  same  situation  with  both  the  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  and  the  National  Marine  Fisheries  Service.  For  example,  an  article  in  the 
Washington  Post  on  March  28  referenced  an  internal  memo  from  the  U.S.  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  which  suggested  that  public  activities  on  refuges  might  have  to  be 
curtailed  because  the  Service  does  not  have  enough  money  to  properly  manage  the 
refuges.  NMFS  has  faced  similar  problems.  Recently,  fishermen  in  New  England 
were  unable  to  get  their  fishing  permits  from  the  Northeast  Regional  Office  because 
there  were  not  enough  people  around  to  answer  the  telephone.  I  also  know  of  sev- 
eral Fishery  Management  Plan  amendments  that  were  delayed  for  a  considerable 
length  of  time  in  the  Alaska  Region  Office  because  there  were  simply  not  enough 
people  available  to  work  on  the  plan. 

I  want  to  make  clear  that  I  am  not  opposed  to  acquiring  refuge  land  from  willing 
sellers,  nor  am  I  opposed  to  scientific  research  on  fish  and  marine  mammals.  How- 
ever, if  we  have  a  refuge  that  nobody  can  use,  or  a  stock  assessment  for  which  no 
fishery  management  plan  exists,  then  we  are  not  spending  our  money  wisely. 

I  hope  the  leadership  of  these  two  agencies  will  think  about  these  problems  as 
they  begin  putting  together  their  budgets  for  next  year.  It's  not  simply  a  matter  of 
having  more  money.  It's  a  matter  of  making  sure  the  money  is  spent  wisely. 

Thank  you. 

Mr.  Studds.  Are  there  additional  opening  remarks? 

Mr.  Lancaster.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  I  may 

Mr.  Studds.  The  gentleman  from  North  Carolina. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  H.  MARTIN  LANCASTER,  A  U.S. 
REPRESENTATIVE  FROM  NORTH  CAROLINA 

Mr.  Lancaster.  Getting  in  just  under  the  wire.  I  do  have  a  short 
statement,  Mr.  Chairman.  Mr.  Chairman,  several  things  about  the 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  budget  concern  me.  The  Service  is  failing 
our  local  governments  when  it  comes  to  refuge  revenue  sharing. 
This  budget  will  pay  counties  only  79  percent  of  what  they  should 
get  under  the  formula.  For  my  small  counties  in  eastern  North 
Carolina,  this  shortfall  hurts.  It  means  cutbacks  in  county  pro- 
grams and  employees.  By  failing  to  meet  its  commitments,  the 
Service  is  being  a  bad  neighbor  to  the  counties. 

Do  you  wonder  why  counties  resist  new  lands  going  into  refuges 
in  North  Carolina?  Do  you  wonder  why  local  authorities  more  and 
more  refuse  to  cooperate  with  your  red  wolf  introduction  program? 
It  would  take  less  than  $4  million  to  fully  fund  revenue  sharing  na- 
tionwide. The  Service  should  have  made  this  a  top  priority  in  their 
budget. 

There  is  even  more  of  a  problem  with  the  Administration  of  ref- 
uge revenue  sharing.  The  Service  has  just  notified  my  counties 
three-quarters  of  the  way  through  their  fiscal  year  that  they  will 
get  substantially  less  in  payments  than  they  expected  because  of 
new  lower  land  valuations.  This  wrecks  their  budget  for  2  years. 
First,  they  have  to  cope  with  the  shortfall  in  the  current  budget 
year.  Also,  they  have  to  revise  their  proposed  budgets  for  the  year 
starting  July  1  to  try  to  dig  themselves  out  of  the  hole  in  which 
the  Service  has  placed  them.  This  whole  process  is  completely  un- 
fair to  my  counties,  and  you  can  expect  a  protest  letter  from  me 
shortly. 


In  general,  the  Service  is  shortchanging  refuge  maintenance  and 
construction.  In  my  opinion,  it  shouldn't  be  buying  more  land  when 
the  Inspector  General  is  lambasting  it  for  failing  to  take  care  of 
what  it  already  has.  And  the  construction  budget  outside  the  State 
of  West  Virginia  is  paltry.  In  eastern  North  Carolina,  we  have  10 
refuges  and  not  one  of  them  has  a  visitors  center.  This  is  a  dis- 
grace. 

You  should  know  that  Congress  recently  authorized  the  Walter 
B.  Jones  Center  for  the  Sounds  at  Pocoso  Lakes  National  Wildlife 
Refuge  in  North  Carolina.  I  want  the  Service  to  work  with  the  local 
governments  immediately  to  devise  a  plan  to  bring  this  facility  into 
being.  I  also  want  the  Service  to  redirect  a  small  sum  to  make  usa- 
ble the  historic  lodge  at  Mattamuskeet. 

With  regard  to  the  National  Marine  Fisheries  Service,  I  simply 
want  to  emphasize  my  continued  commitment  to  the  Beaufort  Lab- 
oratory. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  will  have  additional  questions  at  the  appro- 
priate time,  but  thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  put  this  state- 
ment in  the  record. 

Mr.  Studds.  Without  objection. 

Mr.  Studds.  We  will  go  to  our  distinguished  panel.  Let  me  just 
recite  for  everybody  what  I  think  you  have  been  forewarned  about, 
and  that  is  that  we  are  going  to  ask  everyone  to  keep  their  oral 
presentation  to  no  more  than  5  minutes.  You  each  have  5  minutes, 
and  we  each  have  5  minutes.  Your  written  statements  will  appear 
in  their  entirety  in  the  record.  As  usual,  we  apologize  for  the 
inhumaneness,  rudeness,  and  brutality  of  this  system,  but  there  is 
no  other  way  physically  to  accommodate  as  many  people  as  there 
are  on  both  sides  of  this  forbidding  dais.  So  a  green  light  means 
you  have  begun,  the  yellow  light  means  you  have  one  minute  left, 
and  the  red  light  means  you  have  concluded.  And  we  do  apologize 
for  that.  We  will  treat  you  as  a  single  panel,  and  when  all  five  are 
completed,  we  will  then  go  to  questions.  We  will  begin  with  a  very 
distinguished  visitor  who  actually  does  not  appear  on  the  written 
witness  list,  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Interior  for  Fish,  Wild- 
life and  Parks,  George  Frampton.  Mr.  Frampton,  welcome. 

STATEMENT  OF  GEORGE  T.  FRAMPTON,  JR.,  ASSISTANT  SEC- 
RETARY FOR  FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  AND  PARKS,  DEPART- 
MENT OF  THE  INTERIOR 

Mr.  Frampton.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  do  not  have  a  writ- 
ten statement.  My  principal  purpose  in  being  here  is  simply  to  in- 
troduce two  extraordinarily  capable  individuals,  Mollie  Beattie,  Di- 
rector of  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  and  Gene  Hester,  the  Dep- 
uty Director  and  Acting  Director  of  the  National  Biological  Survey 
which  is  now  up  and  running. 

But  with  your  indulgence,  I  wanted  to  sound  one  theme  which 
I  hope  that  the  members  of  this  Committee  will  keep  in  mind  when 
they  listen  to  the  testimony  of  the  Directors  and  review  the  budgets 
for  these  two  agencies.  And  that  theme  is  a  very  important  strat- 
egy for  Secretary  Babbitt  and  for  all  of  us  at  the  Department  of  In- 
terior. It  is:  investing  in  new  ways  of  building  partnerships  so  that 
agencies  which  have  traditionally  been  somewhat  inward-looking 
and  focused  on  their  own  regulatory  and  research  mandates  can 
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begin  to  look  at  how  we  work  in  new  ways  with  State  and  county 
and  local  governments,  with  private  landowners,  with  nonprofits, 
and  with  other  members  of  the  private  sector. 

Director  Beattie  is  going  to  be  talking  in  her  testimony  about  a 
number  of  ways  in  which  she  is  leading  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Serv- 
ice toward  ecosystem  management.  Ecosystem  management,  when 
you  get  right  down  to  it,  basically  involves  building  new  partner- 
ships. 

For  example,  every  one  of  the  Department's  major  regional  in- 
vestment packages  for  which  we  are  requesting  more  funding  this 
year  is  one  in  which  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  is  deeply  in- 
volved. Each  involves  new  kinds  of  partnerships.  We  are  requesting 
$20.25  million  of  additional  funding  for  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Serv- 
ice to  make  the  President's  Forest  Plan  in  the  Pacific  Northwest 
work.  And  that  is  going  to  require  a  whole  new  way  of  doing  busi- 
ness, not  just  between  Federal  agencies — the  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service,  the  Forest  Service,  BLM,  and  NMFS — but  even  more  im- 
portant as  we  go  down  the  road,  working  with  State  and  local  gov- 
ernment and  private  landowners  in  the  watershed  restoration  and 
Jobs  in  the  Woods  Programs  (there  is  $9  million  in  here  requested 
for  Jobs  in  the  Woods),  and  in  the  adaptive  management  area,  new 
silvicultural  regimes  which  are  built  into  the  President's  Forest 
Plan.  This  is  a  whole  new  way  of  doing  business  which  is  not  just 
the  Federal  Government  working  as  one  but  working  with  local 
people. 

In  South  Florida,  their  fiscal  year  1995  budget  request  for  the 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  includes  almost  $3  million  in  additional 
funding  for  South  Florida  restoration.  And,  again,  we  are  engaged 
there  in  a  really  unique  partnership  with  State  and  local  govern- 
ment, and  to  the  extent  possible  with  the  agricultural  industry  and 
the  environmental  industry  and,  I  am  happy  to  say,  with  a  very 
wide  bipartisan  support  of  the  Florida  delegation,  in  an  effort  to 
mount  the  biggest  environmental  restoration  effort  probably  that 
the  country  has  ever  seen. 

The  third  major  Departmental  initiative  is  NAFTA,  for  which  the 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  is  requesting  almost  $11  million,  this  ob- 
viously involves  new  kinds  of  partnerships  working  across  the  bor- 
der principally  with  Mexico. 

The  efforts  that  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  is  beginning  to 
make  to  focus  its  regional  office  staff  in  ecosystem  teams  is  also  im- 
portant not  only  to  maximize  effectiveness  of  the  Service's  own  re- 
sources, but  also  to  provide  a  way  of  building  new  partnerships 
with  local  governments  and  private  landowners.  Our  whole  ap- 
proach to  making  the  Endangered  Species  Act  work  (developing 
new  ways  of  structuring  habitat  conservation  plans)  is  also  an  at- 
tempt to  push  down  the  level  of  decisionmaking  to  State  and  local 
government;  it  is  about  planning  to  get  ahead  of  the  Endangered 
Species  Act. 

Last  week,  I  spent  two  and  a  half  days  in  southern  California. 
Almost  all  of  that  time  was  not  just  with  other  Federal  officials  but 
with  county  commissioners,  mayors,  the  principal  landowners  in 
three  southern  California  counties,  and  environmentalists,  all  of 
whom  are  working  together  in  a  planning  process  that  is  designed 


to  basically  get  15  to  25  years  ahead  of  the  Endangered  Species 
Act. 

Those  are  the  kinds  of  partnerships  that  we  are  talking  about. 
I  hope  that  when  the  Committee  looks  at  the  major  request  for  an 
increase  in  resource  management  funds  in  the  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  for  fiscal  year  1995,  you  will  look  at  it  as  an  investment 
in  new  ways  of  doing  business  with  new  partners  like  State  and 
local  governments,  and  private  interests. 

Similarly,  the  National  Biological  Survey,  I  think,  has  been 
viewed  by  some  as  a  threatening  new  Federal  colossus — as  if  we 
were  going  to  hire  a  lot  of  people  to  sweep  across  the  country  and 
find  more  endangered  species  on  private  property.  It  couldn't  be 
further  from  that. 

The  new  Survey  aspects  of  the  National  Biological  Survey  will  be 
focused  primarily  on  trying  to  link  together  those  people  who  have 
information  so  that  everybody  can  share  in  everybody  else's 
database  more  effectively.  Who  has  that  information?  State  Depart- 
ments of  Natural  Resources,  State  Heritage  Programs,  State  Bio- 
logical Surveys,  Museums,  the  Nature  Conservancy,  other  Federal 
agencies. 

So  the  thrust  not  only  of  the  current  year's  additional  money, 
which  we  are  using  now  in  1994,  but  the  request  for  next  year  for 
about  a  5  percent  increase  in  the  NBS  budget  is  to  build  partner- 
ship agreements  with  States  and  nonprofits  so  that  we  can  all 
begin  to  use  information  more  efficiently. 

Again,  I  hope  you  look  at  the  National  Biological  Survey  not  as 
a  threatening  Federal  monster  but  as  an  opportunity  to  build  the 
kinds  of  partnerships  that  the  Federal  Government  has  not  really 
for  a  long  time  had  either  the  funding  or  the  incentive  or  priority 
to  do.  And  that  is  what  we  are  trying  to  do  with  the  Biological  Sur- 
vey in  this  Administration,  and  that  is  the  theme  of  partnerships. 
When  you  hear  ecosystem  management  or  NBS,  I  hope  that  you 
will  think  about  what  is  really  being  sought  here  which  is  an  in- 
vestment in  making  new  partnerships  with  other  levels  of  govern- 
ment and  the  private  sector.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Studds.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Secretary.  We  will  go  first  to  the 
components  of  your  Department.  We  will  go  next  to  Mollie  Beattie, 
the  Director  of  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service.  Ms.  Beattie,  welcome 
back. 

STATEMENT  OF  MOLLIE  BEATTIE,  DIRECTOR,  U.S.  FISH  AND 
WILDLIFE  SERVICE,  DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 

Ms.  Beattie.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman,  members  of 
the  Committee.  It  is  nice  to  come  before  you  again  in  this  intimate 
and  comfortable  setting. 

I  want  to  say  three  things.  First,  to  reassure  the  Committee  that, 
although  the  words  ecosystem  approach  show  up  over  and  over 
again  both  in  our  budget  this  year  and  in  my  formal  opening  state- 
ment, I  would  like  to  reassure  the  Committee  that  this  is  not  a  rad- 
ical revolution.  It  is  simply  a  next  step  in  an  evolution  in  the  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service's  history.  Its  history  began  with  classic  tenets 
of  wildlife  management  which  had  to  do  particularly  with  trying  to 
manage  the  numbers;  either  increase  or  decrease  the  numbers  of 
game  populations. 
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Our  interest  in  game  populations  is  still  as  strong  as  ever;  but, 
we  discovered  over  time,  as  habitat  got  smaller,  the  secret  to  main- 
taining wildlife  was  to  maintain  its  habitat,  the  complex  of  vegeta- 
tion, prey,  water,  and  the  natural  system  that  goes  with  it.  Habitat 
in  a  manageable  size  for  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  is  called  an 
ecosystem.  What  we  discovered  when  we  looked  at  an  ecosystem  is 
that  we  don't  control  it  either  through  regulation  or  through  owner- 
ship, and  there  is  no  amount  of  Federal  regulation  or  acquisition 
that  will  get  us  to  the  influencing  of  whole  ecosystems. 

The  next  logical  step  is  to  realize  that  we  must  reach  out,  as  the 
Assistant  Secretary  has  said,  to  all  those  who  influence  and  have 
an  interest  in  ecosystems.  Hence,  the  overwhelming  emphasis  on 
partnerships,  nonregulatory,  cooperative  approaches  to  the  man- 
agement of  fish  and  wildlife  in  the  future. 

As  I  hope  I  have  shown,  this  does  not  take  away  from  our  tradi- 
tional emphasis  and  our  traditional  constituency  of  the  people  who 
hunt  and  fish  and  who  really  began  fish  and  wildlife  conservation 
in  this  country.  It  is  a  way  of  acknowledging  that  we  cannot  main- 
tain the  resources  in  which  they  are  interested  or  the  other  fish 
and  wildlife  resources  in  the  United  States  without  looking  at  en- 
tire ecosystems.  I  also  want  to  emphasize  that  ecosystem  manage- 
ment is  not  an  attempt  to  come  to  your  neighborhood  and  manage 
your  ecosystem  for  you,  but  really  an  identification  of  the  inter- 
twined jurisdictions  and  interests  of  all  of  us. 

Second,  I  would  like  to  address  the  refuge  funding  situation.  We 
have  added  76  new  refuges  and  3.6  million  acres  to  the  National 
Wildlife  Refuge  system  over  the  last  10  years.  Funding  has  not 
kept  pace.  Inflation  alone  has  resulted  in  a  $15  million  loss  in  oper- 
ating revenues.  The  maintenance  backlog  remains  at  about  $340 
million  to  sustain  a  $3  billion  infrastructure. 

We  recently  have  begun  to  evaluate  the  allocation  of  our  re- 
sources, of  our  limited  operational  funds  and  staff,  to  ensure  that 
the  highest  priority  objectives  of  the  refuge  system  are  met.  We 
will  be  working  with  you  carefully  as  we  go  through  this 
reallocation  process. 

Finally,  I  would  like  to  give  you  a  brief  overview  of  this  year's 
budget.  It  has  current  appropriations  of  $710.6  million  including  a 
net  increase  of  $30  million  from  the  1994  enacted  level.  The  Service 
will  consolidate  administrative  functions  and  streamline  engineer- 
ing functions  resulting  in  a  savings  of  $9.7  million.  Within  the  fis- 
cal constraints  of  the  1995  budget,  we  are  able  to  propose  sufficient 
resources  for  the  restoration  of  several  important  ecosystems,  prin- 
cipally, those  named  by  the  Assistant  Secretary.  They  are  South 
Florida,  the  Pacific  Northwest,  the  NAFTA  region  and  the  Cana- 
dian-U.S.  border. 

In  addition  to  those  included  in  ecosystem  initiatives,  the  budget 
proposes  several  other  increases  which  I  will  briefly  mention.  There 
are  over  $9  million  in  increases  for  endangered  species  manage- 
ment. This  is  to  keep  pace  with  consultation  and  recovery  needs  in 
anticipation  of  the  186  species  that  are  expected  to  be  listed  this 
year.  We  are  proposing  over  $4.8  million  for  refuge  operations  and 
maintenance  which  will  especially  allow  us  to  accelerate  funding 
for  ecosystem-based  plans,  also  an  effort  to  allocate  our  resources 
where  they  are  most  needed. 
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Over  $800,000  is  proposed  for  the  fisheries  program  to  continue 
to  increase  its  emphasis  on  restoration  and  conservation  of  self-sus- 
taining wild  fish  populations  and  preservation  of  biological  diver- 
sity and  to  intensify  cooperative  management  efforts  in  the  Yukon, 
Missouri,  and  Mississippi  Rivers.  The  Service's  1995  budget  re- 
quest includes  $168.2  million  for  the  acquisition,  restoration,  and 
conservation  of  the  nation's  wetland  resources. 

This  includes  proposed  increases  of  $1.9  million  for  wetlands  con- 
servation through  the  North  American  Wetlands  Conservation 
Fund,  $2  million  to  restore  wetlands  through  voluntary  agreements 
with  private  landowners,  $2.1  million  for  technical  assistance  to 
U.S.  wetland  conservation  programs,  and  $1  million  for  the  restora- 
tion of  coastal  ecosystems  through  the  Bay-Estuary  Program. 

Mr.  Chairman,  further  discussion  of  these  increases  as  well  as 
other  aspects  of  the  budget  request,  are  provided  to  you  in  my  pre- 
pared statement  which  I  have  submitted  for  the  record.  Thank  you. 

[The  statement  of  Ms.  Beattie  can  be  found  at  the  end  of  the 
hearing.] 

Mr.  Studds.  Thank  you  very,  very  much.  Next,  Mr.  Gene  Hester, 
Acting  Director  of  the  National  Biological  Survey.  Mr.  Hester,  I 
hope  you  will  not  take  personally  any  references  to  your  institu- 
tional birthing.  You  are  on. 

STATEMENT  OF  DR.  F.  EUGENE  HESTER,  DEPUTY  DIRECTOR, 
NATIONAL  BIOLOGICAL  SURVEY,  DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  IN- 
TERIOR 

Dr.  Hester.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  pleased  to  have  the  opportunity 
to  appear  before  you  today  to  present  the  National  Biological  Sur- 
vey's fiscal  year  1995  budget  request. 

Mr.  Studds.  Can  you  bring  that  mike  a  little  bit  closer,  sir? 
Thanks. 

Dr.  Hester.  We  thank  you  and  this  Committee  for  the  leader- 
ship you  have  shown  in  making  the  National  Biological  Survey  a 
reality.  Much  has  happened  since  the  Secretary  appeared  before 
this  Committee  last  July.  We  have  made  great  progress  in  getting 
our  new  agency  up  and  running.  By  combining  the  separate  bureau 
programs  into  the  National  Biological  Survey,  the  Department  now 
has  an  independent  biological  science  capability.  Our  first  priority 
is  to  continue  to  serve  the  biological  information  needs  of  the  Inte- 
rior bureaus  that  transferred  programs. 

I  want  to  emphasize  to  this  Committee  that  NBS  is  a  nonregula- 
tory,  nonadvocacy,  and  nonmanagerial  bureau.  What  NBS  will  be 
is  a  first-class  scientific  organization  which  will  also  be  a  biological 
data  facilitator,  integrator,  and  manager  for  the  various  users  of 
such  data  at  all  levels  of  government  and  elsewhere.  We  are  con- 
fident that  this  information  will  be  equally  valuable  to  others  in- 
cluding developers. 

As  you  know,  the  National  Biological  Survey  became  operational 
in  November.  Most  of  the  fiscal  and  personnel  transfers  from  other 
bureaus  have  been  completed,  though  in  a  few  cases  transfers  of 
balances  and  details  at  the  local  level  are  still  being  processed. 
Over  1,800  employees  transferred.  I  am  proud  of  the  fact  that  not 
one  employee  lost  a  paycheck  or  was  required  to  move  as  a  result 
of  this  consolidation. 
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In  addition,  we  continued  projects  which  had  previously  been 
planned  for  this  fiscal  year  to  assure  a  smooth  transition.  These  in- 
clude broad  areas  of  research  on  fish,  contaminants,  nonindigenous 
species,  endangered  species,  and  waterfowl  populations.  We  work 
on  biological  issues  such  as  maintaining  and  restoring  salmon,  wa- 
terfowl productivity  factors,  including  predation,  and  on 
nonindigenous  species  such  as  sea  lamprey,  brown  tree  snakes, 
purple  loosestrife  and  other  noxious  weeds,  and  the  biological  con- 
trol of  ruffe  in  Lake  Superior  as  well  as  the  effects  of  introduced 
species  on  the  biota  of  Hawaii. 

NBS  funds  are  available  for  operation  of  the  regional  offices,  and 
additional  funding  in  1995  has  been  requested  for  coordinating  in- 
ventory and  monitoring  and  information  transfer  activities. 

In  October,  the  National  Research  Council  released  its  report,  "A 
Biological  Survey  for  the  Nation."  This  report  recognized  and  sup- 
ported the  need  for  an  integrated  biological  science  capability  at  In- 
terior. They  indicated  much  information  is  available  in  museums, 
heritage  programs,  State  fish  and  game  departments,  State  biologi- 
cal surveys  and  elsewhere.  And  the  report  identified  the  need  for 
partnerships.  We  are  working  on  those  partnerships  now  and  will 
continue  to  pursue  them  in  1995. 

Mr.  Chairman,  here  are  a  few  highlights  of  our  1995  budget  re- 
quest. The  request  totals  $176.8  million,  a  $9.6  million  increase 
over  our  1994  enacted  level.  The  NBS  is  requesting  increases  for 
research  on  ecosystems  and  information  transfer  activities,  as  well 
as  smaller  but  still  significant  increases  in  the  inventory  and  mon- 
itoring program  and  cooperative  research  units. 

For  research  funding,  NBS  is  requesting  a  total  of  $102.4  million 
which  is  over  half  of  our  total  budget.  We  are  contributing  to  the 
Department's  focus  on  key  ecosystems.  An  important  component  of 
our  budget  is  an  increase  of  $816,000  for  tactical  research.  These 
funds  will  be  used  for  short-term  applied  research  projects  at  the 
local  level.  They  are  identified  by  specific  land  or  resource  man- 
agers as  necessary  to  make  immediate  decisions. 

Under  the  inventory  and  monitoring  activity,  NBS  has  proposed 
a  $500,000  increase  to  develop  better  linkages  among  existing  in- 
ventory and  monitoring  programs.  These  include  the  Gap  Analysis 
program,  which  inventories  and  maps  biodiversity  at  the  State 
level;  the  Breeding  Bird  Survey,  which  monitors  over  350  species 
throughout  North  America;  the  Biomonitoring  of  Environmental 
Status  and  Trends,  or  BEST  program,  which  will  monitor  environ- 
mental contaminant  impacts  at  the  tissue,  organism,  population, 
and  ecosystem  levels;  and  similar  programs  found  in  other  agencies 
such  as  NOAA,  EPA,  and  the  Forest  Service,  as  well  as  State  herit- 
age network. 

In  the  information  transfer  activity,  NBS  is  requesting  $2.5  mil- 
lion to  continue  developing  an  information  and  technology  infra- 
structure. This  is  the  distributed  electronic  data  network  envi- 
sioned by  the  National  Research  Council,  or  what  we  are  calling 
the  National  Biological  Information  Infrastructure.  This  will  allow 
NBS  to  function  as  a  facilitator  to  put  together  an  interactive  bio- 
logical information  system.  Our  goal  is  not  for  NBS  to  house  every- 
one else's  data  in  a  huge  computer  here  in  Washington.  Instead,  we 
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will  identify,  organize,  and  integrate  data  so  that  everyone  has  ac- 
cess to  it  by  an  electronic  directory  and  network. 

As  I  mentioned  earlier,  States  are  key  components  to  the  part- 
nership strategy.  We  are  requesting  an  increase  of  $750,000  to 
work  with  the  States  to  develop  the  capability  at  the  State  level  for 
increased  access  to  existing  biological  information.  For  our  Cooper- 
ative Research  Unit  program,  NBS  is  seeking  an  additional 
$921,000  in  fiscal  1995. 

Finally,  I  want  to  touch  briefly  on  the  activity  that  is  essential 
for  the  NBS  to  effectively  perform  its  mission.  That  activity  is  fa- 
cilities operation  and  maintenance,  for  which  we  are  asking  an  ad- 
ditional $971,000.  We  are  fortunate  to  have  been  provided  generous 
funding  in  previous  years  to  build  some  top  notch  new  facilities. 

The  excellent  people  in  programs  that  are  now  the  National  Bio- 
logical Survey  are  alive  and  well,  Mr.  Chairman,  and,  in  fact,  pros- 
pering. We  are  taking  this  considerable  talent  and  resources  and 
putting  it  to  the  best  possible  use  in  support  of  Interior  managers 
and  others  who  need  biological  information.  Thank  you  for  the  op- 
portunity to  be  here.  I  would  be  glad  to  answer  your  questions. 

[The  statement  of  Dr.  Hester  can  be  found  at  the  end  of  the  hear- 
ing.] 

Mr.  Studds.  Thank  you  very  much,  sir.  Moving  to  the  Depart- 
ment of  Commerce,  Rollie  Schmitten,  Assistant  Administrator  for 
Fisheries.  Mr.  Schmitten,  welcome  back. 

STATEMENT  OF  ROLLAND  SCHMITTEN,  ASSISTANT  ADMINIS- 
TRATOR FOR  FISHERIES,  NATIONAL  OCEANIC  AND  ATMOS- 
PHERIC ADMINISTRATION,  DEPARTMENT  OF  COMMERCE 

Mr.  Schmitten.  Thank  you  very  much.  Chairmen  Studds  and 
Manton  and  members  of  the  Subcommittee,  I  am  Rollie  Schmitten. 
I  am  the  Assistant  Administrator  for  Fisheries  and  as  such,  the  Di- 
rector of  the  National  Marine  Fisheries  Service,  and  I  am  very 
pleased  and  honored  to  be  here  today. 

Our  budget  request  for  1995  is  significantly  different  from  re- 
quests of  past  years.  This  is  my  10th  year  in  the  agency,  and  for 
the  first  time  in  over  a  decade — in  fact,  in  12  years — the  National 
Marine  Fisheries  Service  budget  is  greater  than  the  current  year's 
appropriation. 

The  fiscal  year  1995  budget  proposes  a  22  percent  increase, 
which  is  a  $50  million  increase  for  National  Marine  Fisheries  Serv- 
ice programs.  Also,  for  the  first  time  in  over  a  decade,  funding  for 
the  Saltonstall-Kennedy  (S-K)  program  is  included  in  part  of  the 
President's  request.  These  two  significant  departures  from  the  past 
are  in  part  the  results  of  this  Committee's  steadfast  support  of  the 
agency's  programs  over  the  years.  For  that,  the  agency  is  grateful, 
and  I  look  forward  to  a  new  era  of  cooperation  and  communications 
that  will  provide  maximum,  sustainable,  economic,  and  recreational 
benefits  to  the  Nation  as  a  result  of  proper  stewardship  of  the  na- 
tion's living  marine  resources. 

Before  I  highlight  the  detail  of  our  budget  request,  let  me  just 
take  a  moment  to  describe  NOAA's  new  budget  structure  which,  in 
effect,  is  based  on  NOAA's  strategic  plan  which  looks  out  to  the 
year  2005.  For  the  first  time,  the  NOAA  budget  is  not  being  pre- 
sented along  the  traditional  organizational  lines  but  rather  in  mis- 
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sion-related  themes  or  portfolios.  The  Service's  activities  are  con- 
tained in  NOAA's  environmental  stewardship  portfolio  under  three 
important  programs:  Build  sustainable  fisheries,  recover  protected 
species,  and  promote  coastal  ecosystem  health. 

The  Service's  programs  form  the  majority  of  NOAA's  environ- 
mental stewardship  portfolio.  We  are  requesting  $216.8  million 
under  build  sustainable  fisheries;  $49.6  million  under  recover  pro- 
tected species;  $18.5  million  under  coastal  ecosystem  health;  and 
$5.4  million  under  environmental  technology. 

During  the  past  five  and  a  half  months,  I  have  been  working  to 
rebuild  or  build  new  communications  with  the  constituents  that  we 
serve.  I  visited  19  States.  I  have  been  a  part  of  46  public  meetings, 
and  I  have  heard  a  common  theme  throughout  all  of  these  sessions, 
whether  you  talk  to  commercial  users,  recreational  users,  or  the 
conservation  community  when  dealing  with  our  budget,  and  they 
say  three  things:  There  should  be  more  money  for  data  collection, 
for  enforcement,  and  for  a  stronger  habitat  initiative.  And  that  is 
the  premise  that  this  budget  is  based  on. 

Under  build  sustainable  fisheries,  the  management  plans  are 
based  on  sufficient,  reliable  scientific  information,  and  these  initia- 
tives will  allow  us  to  maintain  the  ongoing  operations  and  develop 
an  ambitious  fisheries  management  plan  to  address  the  desperate 
situation  facing  a  goodly  share  of  the  nation's  fisheries. 

The  recover  protected  species  program  continues  our  efforts  to 
improve  our  stewardship  of  protected  marine  species.  The  threats 
to  protected  species  are  serious,  and  the  obstacles  to  fully  meet  our 
mandate  to  recover  these  species  are  numerous.  But  we  need  to  be 
proactive.  We  need  to  get  ahead.  We  need  to  develop  our  relation- 
ships for  their  sister  agencies  of  Fish  and  Wildlife,  Forest  Service, 
and  others,  and  we  finally  have  been  given  an  opportunity  to  do 
that.  What  we  need  to  do — our  goal  is  to  devise  a  strategy  and  ap- 
proach that  will  reduce  the  need  to  list  species  as  depleted,  threat- 
ened, or  endangered. 

Within  the  third  leg  of  this  stool  comes  the  healthy  coastal  eco- 
system program,  and  NMFS  is  requesting  an  increase  for  habitat 
conservation  efforts.  A  healthy  coastal  ecosystem  requires  ensuring 
that  economic  development  in  coastal  areas  of  the  United  States  is 
managed  in  a  way  that  maintains  biodiversity  and  the  long-term 
productivity  of  living  marine  resources. 

To  help  offset  future  costs  of  living  marine  resource  programs, 
the  Service  is  proposing  to  establish  a  resource  fee  program.  The 
fiscal  year  1995  target  for  revenues  is  $82  million.  Our  program 
has  been  developed  in  consultation  with  the  industry,  with  the  fish- 
ing community,  and  Congress.  Our  guiding  principle  in  develop- 
ment of  the  program  was  that  the  fees  were  to  be  reasonable  and 
not  represent  an  onerous  burden,  and  that  the  revenues  generated 
by  the  fees  be  used  to  manage  the  resources,  the  conservation  of 
management  of  those  resources  for  the  people  that  are  paying  the 
fees.  The  legislative  proposal  to  establish  such  a  program  will  be 
forthcoming  to  this  Committee  very  shortly. 

In  summary,  the  total  of  our  request  for  fiscal  year  1995  is  $290 
million.  This  total  represents  a  proposed  $50  million  net  increase 
for  the  programs  that  I  manage.  The  proposed  increases  are  re- 
quired to  meet  existing  statutory  mandates  under  the  Magnuson 
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Act,  Endangered  Species  Act  (ESA),  and  Marine  Mammal  Protec- 
tion Act  (MMPA). 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  present  the 
NMFS  1995  budget,  and  I  would  be  very  happy  to  handle  any  ques- 
tions that  you  may  have. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Schmitten  can  be  found  at  the  end  of  the 
hearing.] 

Mr.  Studds.  Thank  you,  sir.  Our  final  member  of  the  panel,  Mr. 
Amos  Eno  of  the  National  Fish  and  Wildlife  Foundation.  Mr.  Eno, 
you  might  want  to  share  your  secrets  of  success  with  Dr.  Hester. 
I  don't  know  if  you  know,  but  your  authorizing  bill  was  signed  into 
law  yesterday. 

STATEMENT  OF  AMOS  ENO,  DIRECTOR,  NATIONAL  FISH  AND 
WILDLIFE  FOUNDATION 

Mr.  Eno.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  We  are  already  working 
with  Dr.  Hester,  and  I  expect  we  will  probably  be  doing  some  more 
and  more  in  the  coming  years. 

From  the  Foundation's  perspective,  three  issues  stand  out  as  pri- 
orities for  Fiscal  Year  1995.  First,  the  need  for  enhanced  and  stra- 
tegic application  of  conservation  resources  to  address  declining  fish- 
eries, both  inland  and  marine,  and  aquatic  resources.  From  north- 
east groundfish  to  Pacific  coast  salmon  and  steelhead  back  to  the 
Atlantic  coast  salmon  and  if  you  include  most  of  the  mussel  fauna 
and  endangered  fish  from  the  Colorado  River  and  our  southeastern 
rivers,  fisheries  today  are  our  nation's  number  1  wildlife  resource 
issue.  Obviously,  both  Fish  and  Wildlife  and  NMFS  have  their 
hands  full,  but  NBS  is  also  intimately  involved.  For  example, 
NBS's  Leetown  Lab  is  doing  a  detailed  genetic  study  of  Atlantic 
salmon  stocks  necessary  to  respond  to  the  current  listing  process. 

Second,  law  enforcement.  Both  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  and 
National  Marine  Fisheries  Service  need  significant  boosts  in  law 
enforcement  capability  to  manage  access  to  the  burgeoning  trade  in 
natural  resources,  whether  it  is  limiting  access  to  New  England 
groundfish  or  Pacific  salmon  or  international  trade  in  cetaceans, 
tiger,  and  rhino  parts.  Enforcement  is  absolutely  critical  to  the  suc- 
cess of  management  actions,  particularly  in  times  of  flux,  revolu- 
tionary change,  and  when  the  resources  themselves  have  declined 
to  de  minimis  levels. 

Third,  cooperation  with  the  private  sector  and  aggressive  part- 
nerships with  private  landowners  are  desperately  needed  to  ad- 
dress wetlands,  endangered  species,  declining  songbirds,  and  col- 
lapsing fish  populations.  The  most  effective  program  today  in  the 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  is  the  Partners  for  Wildlife  Program 
which  relies  on  voluntary  participation  by  private  landowners.  And 
the  program  is  integrally  involved  in  fishery  and  aquatic  resources 
recovery  from  the  restoration  and  the  repairing  in  habitats  on  the 
Clinch  River  in  southwest  Virginia  to  the  Mississippi  drainage,  to 
the  arid  rivers  of  Arizona  and  Nevada,  and  the  salmon  rivers  of  the 
Pacific  Northwest. 

One  of  the  problems  with  endangered  species  listings  in  a  peti- 
tion process  is  it  tends  to  polarize  affected  parties  early  in  the  proc- 
ess. For  example,  the  recent  petition  to  list  the  Atlantic  salmon  in 
New  England  has  scared  the  wits  out  of  landowners  throughout  the 
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State  of  Maine.  This  is  counterproductive.  We  need  these  same  peo- 
ple who  own  and  manage  the  habitat  to  come  together  and  coordi- 
nate with  State  and  Federal  agencies  to  restore  habitat. 

Increasingly,  the  Foundation  is  stepping  in  to  make  grants  to  ini- 
tiate these  types  of  public-private  partnerships.  For  example,  we 
are  underwriting  work  with  the  forest  products  industry  on  declin- 
ing songbirds  in  Maine  woods.  It  appears  we  may  need  to  do  the 
same  for  Atlantic  salmon.  Similarly,  on  the  marine  side,  NMFS 
needs  to  work  more  cooperatively  with  fishermen  throughout  New 
England,  and  it  is  our  hope  that  the  Foundation  can  assist  in 
bridging  the  existing  antipathy  that  exists  between  the  agency  and 
commercial  fishermen. 

This  leads  me  to  my  final  point.  The  problem  with  marine  fish- 
eries management  worldwide  is  the  cherished  notion  of  open  ac- 
cess, whereby  too  many  people  with  too  much  fishing  power  catch 
too  many  fish.  In  open-access  fisheries,  there  is  no  incentive  for 
conservation,  as  anyone  who  practices  it  is  immediately  left  behind 
as  competitors  raid  the  resource.  Limited  access  must  become  a 
part  of  commercial  fisheries  management  if  the  research  is  to  be 
perpetuated  and  fishermen  are  to  make  money.  But  to  the  extent 
possible,  this  must  be  a  bottoms-up  exercise.  Communities  must 
decide  what  they  want  their  commercial  fishing  sector  to  look  like 
in  20  years — a  few  big  boats  or  lots  of  family  enterprises. 

This  is  what  is  going  on  in  New  England  today.  The  councils 
must  step  up  and  reinforce  this  process.  There  must  be  a  fun- 
damental recognition  that  fishing  efficiency  should  be  measured  in 
terms  of  economics,  not  simply  in  amount  of  harvest.  We  need  new 
ways  of  thinking  of  both  marine  fisheries  and  terrestrial  fisheries 
management.  Watersheds  are  the  building  blocks  for  ecosystem 
management.  All  three  Federal  agencies  have  a  responsibility  here 
and  an  imperative,  not  by  making  blanket  decrees  from  the  Poto- 
mac, but  by  doing  the  hard  work  of  working  with  States,  commu- 
nities, councils,  fishermen,  and  other  affected  interest  groups  to  de- 
velop and  implement  new  management  strategies.  Thank  you. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Eno  can  be  found  at  the  end  of  the  hear- 
ing.] 

Mr.  Studds.  Thank  you  very  much.  Let  me  observe  that  we  will 
proceed  with  the  members'  questions  in  the  order  in  which  we  nor- 
mally use,  and  that  is,  in  case  you  forgot,  for  those  members  who 
were  here  when  the  hearing  began,  we  will  alternate  between  par- 
ties in  order  of  seniority.  For  those  who  arrived  at  any  time  after 
the  beginning  of  the  hearing,  we  will  recognize  members  in  the 
order  of  their  arrival  regardless  of  seniority  and  regardless  of 
party,  and  the  5-minute  rule  will  apply  to  us  as  well. 

Ms.  Beattie,  a  question  on  the  refuge  system,  if  I  may.  In  the  last 
10  years,  as  you  know,  more  than  75  new  refuges,  some  four  mil- 
lion acres,  have  been  added  to  the  system,  and  many  other  refuges 
have  been  expanded.  And  yet  the  budget  request  for  refuge  oper- 
ations, as  I  understand  it,  is  roughly  a  3  percent  increase,  an 
amount  that  really  doesn't  even  begin  to  address  the  true  oper- 
ational needs  of  the  system.  I  understand  that  in  order  to  keep 
pace  with  the  expansion  you  are  going  to  have  to  cut  back  on  rec- 
reational and  educational  programs  currently  offered  to  the  public. 
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I  think  it  is  a  growing  concern  nationwide.  It  certainly  is  on  Cape 
Cod  in  our  case  with  the  Monomoy  Refuge. 

I  wonder  if  you  could  observe  a  little  bit  as  to  how  those  budget 
reallocation  decisions  are  going  to  be  made  and  on  the  memoran- 
dum you  recently  issued  to  regional  directors  precisely  about  that 
situation,  and  also  how  these  decisions  will  impact  your  respon- 
sibilities under  last  year's  lawsuit  on  incompatible  uses  of  the  ref- 
uge system? 

Ms.  BEATTIE.  Mr.  Chairman,  you  are  absolutely  right  about  the 
addition  of  more  land  and  more  responsibilities  to  the  National 
Wildlife  Refuge  System.  In  looking  at  the  problem,  we  decided  we 
could  not  say,  with  a  clear  conscience,  that  we  had  sat  down  and 
gone  through  all  of  the  current  priorities  of  the  National  Wildlife 
Refuge  System,  nor  that  we  are  putting  our  money  in  the  right 
place. 

We  are  currently  undergoing  that  review,  and  that  is  the  subject 
of  the  memo  to  which  you  refer.  It  is  asking,  can  we  say  that  we 
are  spending  our  money  on  the  highest  priorities?  Let  us  review 
that  first.  That  exercise  will  also  give  us  a  good  sense  of  what  the 
need  is. 

The  memo  we  sent  out  is  fairly  unspectacular  stuff.  It  starts  off 
by  saying,  "Eliminate  incompatible  uses".  I  think  that  might  an- 
swer the  last  of  your  questions.  The  lawsuit,  which  we  recently  set- 
tled relative  to  incompatible  uses  of  wildlife  refuges,  was  settled  by 
reviewing  most  of  those  uses  and  agreeing  to  get  rid  of  the  ones 
that  were  found  incompatible.  We  do  not  want  incompatible  uses; 
that  is,  uses  that  are  not  supportive  of  wildlife  on  National  Wildlife 
Refuges. 

Other  things  in  the  memo  we  sent  out  say,  "Eliminate 
nonwildlife  oriented  recreational  uses".  This  is  saying  that  if  you 
are  spending  any  of  your  money  out  there  on  stuff  that  doesn't  help 
the  public  understand  wildlife  or  things  that  aren't  actually  con- 
tributing to  the  benefit  of  wildlife,  then  we  really  ought  to  be  put- 
ting that  on  our  wildlife  resources.  It  is  fairly  unspectacular  stuff, 
but,  as  you  can  see,  it  is  a  review  that  we  would  need  to  do  before 
we  can  legitimately  come  forward  and  say,  "We  need  this  much 
more  money".  It  is  really  the  first  step  in  addressing  the  operations 
funding  problem. 

Mr.  Studds.  Thanks.  If  you  ever  come  across  a  spectacular 
memo,  will  you  share  it  with  us? 

Ms.  Beattie.  I  think  there  is  a  rule  against  them. 

Mr.  Studds.  I  think  so  too.  Thank  you.  Mr.  Schmitten,  a  ques- 
tion with  regard  to  the — this  will  not  surprise  you — this  subject 
matter — the  $30  million  in  assistance  to  the  fishing  industry  in 
New  England  announced  last  month.  We  are  all  very  grateful  for 
that,  but,  as  you  know,  some  of  us  are  extremely  disappointed  that 
a  buyout  program  was  not  part  of  that  package.  I  am  sure  you  have 
read  the  same  editorials  and  heard  the  same  concerns  that  we  have 
in  the  last  couple  of  months.  There  is  a  high  degree  of  nervousness 
up  there  about  what,  if  anything,  thematically  ties  together  that 
money  and  the  multiplicity  of  programs  and  agencies  with  which 
it  is  being  spent. 

I  had  the  interesting  opportunity  on  Cape  Cod  of  gathering  to- 
gether at  least  three  of  those  agencies  to  attempt  to  clarify  and  ex- 
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plain  in  English  to  the  public  what  it  was  that  was  available,  and 
managed  to  confuse  both  myself  and  the  public  in  the  process. 
There  was  an  editorial,  as  you  probably  saw,  in  the  Commercial 
Fisheries  News  recently  that  expressed  concern  that  the  program 
has  the  potential,  I  think  this  is  a  quote,  to  reward  the  lawbreakers 
and  undermine  the  quality  of  the  industry. 

Now,  you  might  want  to  take  this  brief  moment  to  give  us  some 
kind  of  assurance  that  that  money  ain't  going  to  reward  the  cheat- 
ers, that  it  is  not  going  to  undermine  our  conservation  efforts  or 
undermine  the  efforts  of  those  who  really  want  to  develop  a  plan 
for  the  future  of  the  industry,  the  bottom  line  of  which,  I  think,  as 
Mr.  Eno  mentioned  a  moment  ago,  is  we  have  got  to  reduce  the  ef- 
fort and  that,  inevitably  it  is  going  to  mean  removal  from  the  fish- 
ery of  some  boats  and  probably  some  large  boats  not  a  part  of  the 
program.  It  doesn't  seem  to  be  coordinated.  Reassure  us. 

Mr.  Schmitten.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  I  wrote  four  or  five  ques- 
tions down  there,  and  let  me  attempt  to  do  that.  First  of  all,  from 
a  fisheries  manager's  perspective,  the  important  part  of  what  has 
occurred  in  New  England  is  the  conservation  elements  that  you 
find  in  both  amendments  4  and  5,  and  that  is  paramount  to  me. 

And  I  was  pleased  for  the  first  time  in  over  a  decade  to  see  an 
Administration  go  out  and  say  that  it  is  time  to  address  the  ter- 
rible situation  that  we  have  in  our  fisheries  status  in  New  Eng- 
land. And,  yes,  the  Administration,  in  support  and  in  cooperation 
with  the  New  England  delegation,  put  forward  a  $30  million  res- 
toration plan  that  would  be  implemented  by  NOAA  through  the 
sustainable  development  program. 

Let  me  indicate  that  I  fully  support  a  buyout,  and  I  was  pleased 
when  Secretary  Brown  indicated  that  he  viewed  the  buyout  as  still 
on  the  table,  that  it  is  a  part  of  what  he  would  consider  a  long- 
term  vision.  And  I  know  that  the  delegation  at  one  time  talked 
about  a  $40  million  buyout.  I  view  what  is  occurring  in  the  $30 
million  package  is  a  short-term  immediate  needs.  We  still  need  to 
address  that  long-term,  paramount  issue  of  reducing  effort. 

Mr.  Studds.  Not  bad  for  30  seconds.  Thank  you.  I  appreciate 
that. 

Mr.  Schmitten.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Studds.  The  gentleman  from  New  York. 

Mr.  Manton.  I  thank  the  Chairman.  Directing  some  questions  to 
Mr.  Schmitten,  Mr.  Schmitten  could  NMFS  provide  for  the  hearing 
record  the  passbacks  on  the  budget? 

Mr.  Schmitten.  We  will  do  that,  Congressman  Manton.  I  will  do 
that  in  writing  because  it  would  be  numerous. 

[The  material  requested  by  Mr.  Manton  is  supplied  at  the  end  of 
the  hearing.] 

Mr.  Manton.  The  budget  request  speaks  of  $82  million  that  will 
be  generated  by  user  fees  in  fiscal  year  1995.  Please  tell  us  a  little 
bit  about  how  you  plan  to  raise  those  funds.  What  is  the  status  of 
the  proposal?  Is  it  with  the  Secretary,  under  OMB  review,  or  what? 

Mr.  Schmitten.  This  is  one  I  hope  I  can  do  in  30  seconds.  With- 
out a  doubt,  National  Marine  Fisheries  Service  is  in  trouble,  and 
that  is  part  of  the  reason  that  I  am  here.  It  is  in  serious  fiscal  trou- 
ble. One  of  the  issues  that  has  been  looked  at  and  addressed  both 
with  the  user  groups,  Congress,  and  NOAA  has  been  the  use  of 
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user  fees.  I  have  seen  user  fees  come  and  go.  Mostly  they  have 
gone  in  the  past.  The  key  difference  in  this  user  fee  proposal  is  that 
it  would  be  dedicated — a  dedicated  fund  agreed  to  by  OMB  to  go 
to  the  fisheries  and  the  conservation  of  the  fisheries  and  the  people 
that  we  serve,  the  fishing  community. 

But  I  think  the  underlying  philosophy  is  that  the  public  has  a 
right  to  expect  a  return  on  a  publicly  owned  resource.  I  grew  up 
in  a  rural  area.  My  grandfather  owned  a  cattle  ranch,  my  father 
owned  orchards,  and  they  both  owned  timberlands.  We  paid  for 
water  rights.  We  paid  for  grazing  rights.  We  paid  for  timber  rights. 
We  paid  for  everything  that  came  off  the  forest  including  Christ- 
mas trees,  and  we  paid  for  mining  rights.  And  this  is  one  of  the 
few  resources  that  contributes  nothing  back  to  the  public  owners. 

Some  of  the  issues  in  the  proposal,  and  it  will  be  submitted 
shortly,  is  that  first  of  all  it  needs  to  be  fair  and  equitable.  It  needs 
to  be  graduated  in  some  fashion  recognizing  large  and  small  pro- 
ducers. It  needs  to  reflect  on  both  the  importers  as  well  as  the  do- 
mestic landings.  It  needs  to  reflect  the  nature  of  a  rebuilding  pro- 
gram such  as  in  New  England. 

It  is  very  difficult  to  tell  those  people  that  50  percent  of  them 
won't  be  there  in  5  to  7  years,  and,  on  the  other  hand,  we  want 
to  tax  them  with  more  user  fees.  So  we  have  to  reflect,  and  it  does 
it  in  this  program  with  a  50-percent  reduction  over  5  years.  Also, 
we  need  to  have  a  fee-specific  program  for  specific  management 
items  such  as  those  reflected  for  observers  as  in  the  Alaska  plan. 

And,  finally,  those  that  we  rewarded  special  privileges  through 
ITQ's,  we  need  to  make  sure  that  they  are  part  of  the  user  fee  plan. 
Those  are  the  general  tenets  of  a  user  fee  program,  and  I  would 
expect  that  you  would  see  this  within  2  weeks. 

Mr.  Manton.  Thank  you.  Dr.  Hester  from  NBS,  has  the  NBS 
done  any  work  related  to  the  zebra  mussel? 

Dr.  Hester.  Yes,  sir,  we  have.  We  are  working  in  the  Great 
Lakes  area  on  the  zebra  mussel.  In  fact,  it  is  one  of  our  major  re- 
search projects  on  nonindigenous  species. 

Mr.  Manton.  And,  Mr.  Eno  of  the  F&W  Foundation,  you  endorse 
allowing  market  forces  to  determine  who  has  access  to  fisheries. 
What  do  you  mean  by  that?  Do  you  mean  that  in  a  limited  access 
fishery,  fishing  privileges  should  go  to  whomever  is  willing  to  pay 
the  highest  fee? 

Mr.  Eno.  Congressman,  I  think  you  have  hit  on  a  part  of  our  tes- 
timony where  we  made  a  mistake,  and  I  provided  a  correction. 
And,  yes,  we  definitely  feel  there  has  to  be  limited  access,  and  that 
was  what  that  sentence  originally  intended. 

Mr.  Manton.  And,  Ms.  Beattie,  could  you  please  elaborate  on  the 
Service's  activity  in  fisheries  management?  Do  you  see  a  role  for 
the  Service  in  the  implementation  of  the  Magnuson  Act? 

Ms.  Beattie.  Do  we  see  a  role  for  the  Service  in  the  implementa- 
tion of  the  Magnuson  Act? 

Mr.  Manton.  Correct. 

Ms.  Beattie.  Yes,  sir.  In  terms  of  participating  within  the  com- 
missioners and  councils  set  up  by  the  Magnuson  Act,  we  do  partici- 
pate and  will  continue  to  participate. 

Mr.  Manton.  Thank  you.  And  back  to  Mr.  Schmitten.  I  have 
some  time  left,  I  see.  Clearly,  the  time  to  pass  the  user  fee  proposal 
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is  running  short.  If  Congress  doesn't  pass  the  user  fee  legislation, 
what  will  be  the  impact  on  NMFS'  activities?  If  there  is  a  shortfall 
in  generating  the  user  fees,  who  takes  the  hit?  NMFS?  NOAA? 
Commerce?  Or  all  of  the  above? 

Mr.  Schmitten.  It  is  anticipated  that  the  fundings  proposed  in 
the  program  that  I  have  just  presented  to  you  would  go  forward 
with  or  without  the  user  fee.  After  the  upcoming  years,  it  is  antici- 
pated that  the  user  fee  would  help  offset  the  cost  but  not  in  1995 
in  this  proposal. 

Mr.  Manton.  And,  finally,  the  biggest  spending  reduction  in  your 
budget  is  $10.3  million  related  to  fish  hatcheries.  Do  you  anticipate 
that  this  cost  will  be  shifted  to  the  Bonneville  Power  Administra- 
tion? How  realistic  an  assumption  is  this?  I  will  note  that,  to  my 
knowledge,  the  Administration  proposal  on  this  matter  has  not  yet 
been  sent  to  Congress,  and  in  the  past,  Congress  has  refused  the 
transfer  of  those  costs  to  Bonneville. 

Mr.  Schmitten.  Mr.  Manton,  and  also  Congresswoman  Unsoeld, 
I  need  to  answer  this  for  both  of  you.  As  one  that  comes  from  the 
Northwest,  I  know  the  significance  of  the  hatchery  programs  in  the 
Columbia  River.  In  fact,  they  are  mandated  under  the  Mitchell  Act. 
Sixty  percent  of  the  fish  taken  in  the  Columbia  River  are  hatchery 
fish.  The  Administration's  position  continues  to  support  the  oper- 
ation, the  O&M,  of  those  hatcheries.  It  is  absolutely  paramount 
that  we  do  that.  They  are  suggesting  another  source  be  sought  out 
in  the  funding,  but  not  in  any  way  would  we  move  away  from  the 
commitment  of  that  funding. 

Mr.  Manton.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Studds.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Schmitten.  I  have  to  caution  you 
not  to  use  the  phrase  "grazing  fee"  even  in  an  aside.  You  upset  the 
Department  of  the  Interior,  and  the  noise  you  hear  is  the  other 
Committee  racing  down  the  hall.  Part  of  it  is  here. 

But  now  every  rule,  of  course,  has  its  exceptions,  and  the  rule  of 
procedure  has  the  exception  of  deference  to  the  ranking  member  in 
terms  of  the  sequence  so  the  unspeakably  ranking  and  distin- 
guished gentleman  from  Alaska  is  recognized. 

Mr.  YOUNG.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  I,  for  my  colleagues, 
will  make  this  quick.  Madam  Director,  I  have  a  series  of  questions, 
and  I  am  sure  you  are  ready  to  answer  them,  on  one  issue  pri- 
marily. First,  what  is  the  status  of  the  proposed  acquisition  of  the 
Kenai  lands  which  have  a  high  priority  rating? 

Ms.  Beattie.  The  first  part  is,  "What  is  the  status  of  the  acquisi- 
tion?" 

Mr.  Young.  Right. 

Ms.  Beattie.  We  have  had  an  internal  problem  that  takes  the 
form  of  a  $6.5  million  shortfall  to  complete  this  acquisition.  This 
results  from  a  retroactive  application  of  a  pay-as-you-go  policy  rel- 
ative to  Resolution  Trust  lands  which  are  involved  in  the  exchange. 
In  other  words,  the  value  of  the  lands  that  would  be  acquired  by 
the  native  corporation  in  the  exchange,  is  about  $6.5  million  which 
would  be  scored  against  our  budget.  We  are  trying  to  resolve  that 
issue. 

Mr.  Young.  What  is  the  priority  rating,  as  I  mentioned  this — pri- 
ority rating  of  the  Kenai  River  lands  which  are  identified  by  the 
Service  as  a  Kenai  River  project? 
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Ms.  Beattie.  I  am  not  familiar  with  the  specific  pieces  of  land, 
Mr.  Congressman.  Maybe  someone  here  is,  and  I  will  refer  the 
question  to  them.  The  rating  within  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service's 
own  acquisition  system  is  about  medium,  but  that  problem  is  cer- 
tainly one  that  is  possible  to  solve.  It  is  the  first  issue  that  has 
been  the  sticking  point. 

Mr.  YOUNG.  What  funds  have  been  included  in  the  Service  budg- 
et to  complete  the  exchange  and  to  acquire  high  priority  land? 

Ms.  Beattie.  The  total  land  acquisition  budget  or  for  these  high 
priority  lands?  Total  land  acquisition  budget? 

Mr.  Young.  Yes. 

Ms.  Beattie.  $86  million. 

Mr.  Young.  Is  there  any  money  in  here  for  these  lands? 

Ms.  Beattie.  No,  there  is  not  at  this  moment. 

Mr.  Young.  Well,  again,  you  are  carrying  the  burden  of  past  Ad- 
ministrations. For  14  years,  this  exchange  acquisition  has  been 
proposed,  and  is  there  any  action  being  taken  by  the  Administra- 
tion to  complete  the  exchange  and  acquire  the  inholdings  on  the 
Kenai  Refuge  at  this  time? 

Ms.  Beattie.  Congressman,  I  believe  the  deal  is  fairly  well 
formed.  Again,  the  sticking  point  is  that  $6.5  million.  The  priority 
issue  is  certainly  one  that  is  within  our  discretion  to  solve.  The 
$6.5  million  shortfall  is  what  we  are  trying  to  address  at  this  mo- 
ment. 

Mr.  Young.  Well,  Madam  Director,  again,  if  possible,  this  is  one 
I  think  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  can  really  work  on  and  solve  because 
the  lands  that  are  in  question  have  high  value  that  are  owned  by 
the  Kenai  Native  Association — much  higher  than  which  are  in- 
volved in  the  exchange.  And  there  can  be  arguments  about,  you 
know,  the  appraisal  factor  and  everything  else,  but  this  is,  again, 
that  partnership  relationship,  that  everybody  will  be  happy  includ- 
ing myself,  including  the  Association,  and  the  sportsmen  organiza- 
tions, all  the  other  groups  of  people.  And  if  you  can  work  it  out, 
I  would  appreciate  it. 

This  question  goes  to  Mr.  Schmitten — Rollie — and  you  both, 
Madam  Director.  You  can  do  this.  I  would  like  to  have  personally 
for  the  Committee  and  myself  a  breakdown  of  the  numbers  of  the 
NMFS  employees  in  each  region,  and  the  NMFS  headquarters, 
identifying  the  office  for  which  they  work — for  instance,  fisheries 
management  to  protect  the  species,  et  cetera.  In  addition,  for  the 
Alaskan  regions,  please  note  whether  the  employees  are  located  in 
Alaska  or  Washington  State. 

[The  information  requested  was  supplied  by  Mollie  Beattie  and 
can  be  found  at  the  end  of  the  hearing.] 

And  for  the  Fish  and  Wildlife,  I  want  to  know  personally  the 
makeup  of  the  personnel — Mr.  Stieglitz  or  somebody  can  supply 
that  to  us — the  makeup  of  the  personnel,  and  the  employment 
record  of  summer  hire  because  for  your  information,  my  argument 
with  the  Interior  Department  is  Alaska  becomes  a  playground  for 
career  employees'  cousins,  sons,  and  daughters,  aunts,  uncles,  and 
grandfathers  in  the  summertime.  And  those  people  that  are  so- 
called  employed  by  the  agency  do  not  generate  the  support  for  the 
agency. 
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If  you  can  employ  as  under  ANILCA,  for  instance,  local  people 
out  of  Kaktovik  or  out  of  Kotzebue  or  out  of  Kenai  or  out  of  wher- 
ever it  is,  be  the  fish  counters  or  whatever  it  is,  you  generate  sup- 
port for  your  agency,  and  that  gets  them  out  of  my  hair.  So  that 
is  what  I  am  suggesting. 

And  primary  to  NMFS,  I  want  to  know  that,  and  then  from  Fish 
and  Wildlife,  follow  it  through  a  little  more,  and  I  think  we  can 
solve  it. 

[The  response  can  be  found  at  the  end  of  the  hearing.] 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  one  last  question  for,  let  me  see — this  is 
for  Mr.  Bateman,  and  it  goes  to  Rollie — this  for  Mr.  Bateman.  He, 
unfortunately,  could  not  be  with  us  today.  The  question  he  was  to 
ask  you — Mr.  Bateman — regarding  the  expenditures  of  Fiscal  Year 
1993,  oyster  disease  research  funds.  At  that  time,  none  of  these 
funds  had  been  expended.  Today,  the  Committee  received  a  re- 
sponse to  that  question.  It  was  stated  that  the  Fiscal  1993  grants 
would  finally  be  approved  to  begin  on  April  1  and  May  1.  And  I 
just  want  to  know  what  are  we  doing  after  7  years  in  this  fiscal 
year — where  we  are  on  the  oyster  disease  program? 

Mr.  Schmitten.  This  is  an  issue  that  I  inherited  when  I  came 
aboard,  and  when  I  reviewed  my  notes,  it  said  that  several  of  the 
grants  would  be  awarded  by  April  1,  and  the  remaining  would  be 
awarded  by  May  1.  It  is  time  to  exercise  some  leadership.  Let  me 
tell  you  that  will  be  done,  and  let  Mr.  Bateman  know  that  from  me 
please. 

[The  material  below  was  supplied  following  the  hearing.] 

Regarding  the  fiscal  year  1993  oyster  disease  research  funding,  all  grants  were 
issued  the  last  week  of  April. 

For  fiscal  year  1994  oyster  disease  research  funding,  a  Federal  Register  notice 
was  published  May  16,  1994,  soliciting  proposals. 

The  anticipated  timetable  for  fiscal  year  1994  oyster  disease  research  grants  is: 
June  30,  1994  —  Proposals  due  from  applicants 

August  15,  1994  —  Comments  from  peer  review  panel  on  proposals  due 
September  1,  1994  —  Review  panel  meeting  held  and  NMFS  selection  com- 
pleted 
October  1,  1994  —  Grant  packages  prepared  for  NOAA  Grants  Office 

December  1,  1994  —  Start  date  for  grants 
The  start  date  of  December  1,  1994,  will  allow  adequate  time  for  researchers  to 
prepare  and  submit  competitive  proposals,  and  sufficient  time  for  all  proposals  to 
receive  the  thorough  peer  review  needed  to  assure  that  the  best  projects  will  be 
funded.  We  believe  that  this  schedule  is  realistic  and  restores  the  program's  annual 
research  cycles. 

Mr.  YOUNG.  Thank  you  very  much.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Studds.  Thank  you.  The  gentleman  from  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Torkildsen  has  left.  The  gentleman  from  Louisiana. 

Mr.  Tauzin.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  Mr.  Frampton,  I  heard 
today  testimony  about  $30  million  being  spent  in  New  England  to 
help  the  fisheries  problems  there,  and  I  see  $9  million  is  going  to 
be  spent  on  a  Jobs  in  the  Woods  program.  I  heard  about  $82  mil- 
lion of  new  taxes  from  Mr.  Schmitten  on  the  fishing  community, 
and  I  heard  that  you  might  even  consider  buyouts  of  vessels  in  the 
Northeast.  Is  any  of  that  money — any  of  this  new  money  you  hope 
to  raise  going  to  be  used  to  buy  out  fishing  boats  in  the  Gulf  of 
Mexico  from  fishermen  who  can  no  longer  make  a  living  as  a  result 
of  TED's  implementation,  for  example? 
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Mr.  Schmitten.  Mr.  Tauzin,  in  fact,  I  very  much  look  forward  to 
meeting  you  and  discussing  the  needs  of  your  people.  One  of  the 
things  I  envision  is  that  a  buyout  would  be  much  broader  than  just 
Northeast.  If  we  see  what  is  occurring  in  the  Northwest  right  now 
where  the  first  time  in  the  history  of  fisheries  management  there 
is  no  salmon  season  for  the  commercial  and  recreational  fishermen 
in  the  ocean,  I  am  sure  that  we  need  to  examine  there  as  well  as 
the  people  in  your  area  in  the  Gulf.  So  a  buyback  would  be  a  na- 
tionwide examination  of  buyback. 

Mr.  Tauzin.  You  understand  our  concern?  It  looks  like  there  are 
a  lot  of  taxes  coming? 

Mr.  Schmitten.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Tauzin.  But  we  see  a  lot  of  help  to  reemploy  people  in  the 
woods  and  reemploy  people  in  the  Atlantic  and  Pacific  fisheries, 
but  we  have  not  yet  seen  anyone  show  any  concern  to  employ  the 
fishermen  in  the  Gulf  of  Mexico  who  have  gone  belly-up  as  a  result 
of  implementation  of  endangered  species  or  other  regulatory  ac- 
tions of  the  agency. 

Mr.  Schmitten.  I  have  raised  this  as  a  necessary  piece,  that  if 
we  look  at  buyback,  it  should  be  looked  at  nationwide.  The  other 
thing  on  user  fees,  when  I  was  a  State  director,  I  found  that  the 
users,  recreational  and  commercial  fishermen,  generally  would  sup- 
port some  sort  of  taxes  as  long  as  they  knew  it  went  back  to  the 
fish  and  to  them. 

Mr.  Tauzin.  Well,  that  is  debatable  in  a  depressed  fishing  com- 
munity, but  we  will  talk  about  that  at  a  later  time. 

Mr.  Schmitten.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Tauzin.  Ms.  Beattie,  welcome.  I  want  to  ask  you  if  the  Serv- 
ice intends  to  follow  the  D.C.  Court  of  Appeals  ruling  in  Sweethome 
and  will  you  stop  telling  people  that  a  mere  habitat  modification 
is  a  taking  under  the  Endangered  Species  Act,  or  are  you  going  to 
continue  the  same  policy? 

Ms.  Beattie.  I  can't  address  the  exact  steps  we  will  take  in  re- 
sponse to  that  litigation,  Congressman  Tauzin.  I  can  tell  you  that 
we  do  need  to  search  for  the  logic  behind  it.  The  ruling  seems  to 
say  to  us  that  it  is  not  OK  for  someone  to  shoot  a  bird,  but  it  is 
OK  for  someone  to  starve  it  by  removing  its  habitat.  So,  it  is  not 
to  our  minds  a  tremendously  workable  ruling  for  protecting  wild- 
life. 

Mr.  Tauzin.  Well,  I  mean,  obviously,  there  are  some  modifica- 
tions that  don't  necessarily  starve  creatures.  I  think  the  Court 
clearly  said  that  the  taking  has  to  affect  the  creature — plant  and 
the  animal. 

Ms.  Beattie.  Right. 

Mr.  Tauzin.  Are  you  modifying  the  policies  of  the  Department  in 
light  of  that  decision,  or  are  you  persisting  in  the  current  policy 
which  is  to  say  no  modifications  whatsoever — that  all  modifications 
amount  to  a  taking  under  the  Act? 

Ms.  Beattie.  I  am  not  exactly  sure,  given  the  recentness  of  the 
ruling,  how  we  are  responding.  I  think  we  are  still  deliberating. 
But,  let  me  say  that  one  of  our  goals  is  to  get  out  from  under  this 
kind  of  controversy  and  this  kind  of  confrontation.  Our  goal  is  to 
work  with  landowners  who  can  modify  habitat  in  a  way  that  does 
not  impact  endangered  species.  Through  some  sort  of  cooperative 
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effort  for  long-term  management  of  habitat,  the  individual  animals 
eventually  don't  matter  because  we  can  maintain  the  populations. 

Mr.  Tauzin.  Sure.  I  think  we  all  agree  on  that. 

Ms.  Beattie.  OK. 

Mr.  TAUZIN.  Are  you  currently  requiring  that  species  be  docu- 
mented to  be  on  the  premises  before  the  take  provision  applies  to 
a  landowner? 

Ms.  Beattie.  I  believe  at  the  moment  we  are  documenting  the 
presence  of  animals  and  their  habitat.  Yes. 

Mr.  Tauzin.  So  the  affected  animal  must  have  been  documented 
on  the  premises  before  someone  is  prohibited  from  modifying  the 
premises? 

Ms.  Beattie.  Congressman,  that  is  a  more  pressing  question  in 
terms  of  its  flniteness  than  I  have  had  to  answer.  May  I  refer  it 
to  someone  who  is  here  and  can  address  that? 

Mr.  Tauzin.  Either  that  or  provide  a  written  answer  if  you  wish 
because  I  am  going  to  run  out  of  time  very  quickly. 

[The  answer  was  supplied  by  Ms.  Beattie  and  can  be  found  at  the 
end  of  the  hearing.] 

Let  me  turn  quickly  then  to  Dr.  Hester  of  the  NBS.  Are  you 
going  to  follow  the  expressions  of  the  House  regarding  volunteers 
and  written  consent  for  entry  before  doing  surveys  on  people's  pri- 
vate property? 

Dr.  Hester.  The  volunteers  we  have  today  are  the  volunteers 
that  came  to  us  from  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  the  National 
Park  Service,  and  Bureau  of  Land  Management. 

Mr.  Tauzin.  So  you  are  still  using  volunteers? 

Dr.  Hester.  The  volunteers  and  programs  that  transferred  to  us. 
Yes. 

Mr.  Tauzin.  So  despite  the  expression  of  the  House,  you  are 
going  to  use  volunteers?  How  about  written  consent  for  entry?  Are 
you  going  to  require  written  consent  for  entry? 

Dr.  Hester.  We  ask  permission  to  enter  private  land.  We  have 
been  doing  that,  and  we  continue  to  do  that. 

Mr.  Tauzin.  But  you  don't  necessarily  require  written  consent? 

Dr.  Hester.  Consistent  with  the  1994  Appropriations  Act  from 
Congress,  we  are  requiring  written  permission  from  the  landowner 
for  any  new  survey. 

Mr.  Tauzin.  One  final  question,  Dr.  Hester.  Do  you  have  a  Dr. 
Edward  T.  LaRoe  who  works  for  you? 

Dr.  Hester.  Yes,  we  do. 

Mr.  Tauzin.  In  December,  he  held  a  briefing  where  he  told  one 
of  my  staffers  that  agriculture  was  to  blame  for  most  of  the  habitat 
and  species  losses  in  the  country,  and  his  recommendation  was  to 
end  all  subsidies  to  agriculture  so  that  there  will  be  fewer  farmers 
and  higher  food  prices.  We  would  waste  less  food,  and  there  would 
be  less  pressure  on  the  use  of  land  for  agriculture.  Is  that  the  pol- 
icy of  your  Survey? 

Dr.  Hester.  First  of  all,  I  was  not  aware  of  his  statement  of  that 
nature.  The  policy  of  the  National  Biological  Survey  is  to  be 
nonadvocacy,  nonmanagerial,  nonregulatory. 

Mr.  Tauzin.  So  you  make  no  such  recommendation  yourself? 

Dr.  Hester.  I  would  not  make  such  a  recommendation. 

Mr.  Tauzin.  Even  though  he  might? 
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Dr.  Hester.  You  say  he  did. 

Mr.  Tauzin.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  The  gentlewoman  from 
Washington. 

Ms.  Unsoeld.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  am  sorry  to  hear  that 
you  had  difficulty  explaining  what  the  New  England  program  was 
because  last  Thursday  and  Friday  as  the  Pacific  salmon  fisheries 
was  being  closed  out  for  the  season,  I  was  trying  to  fend  off  describ- 
ing what  was  happening  for  the  Northeast  while  I  said,  "Us  too." 
So  hopefully  you  will  get  that  clarified  so  we  can  continue  to  say, 
"Us  too." 

Mr.  Studds.  We  didn't  have  enough  seats  in  the  room  for  the 
various  levels  of  agencies  of  government  that  appeared  to  be  in- 
volved. 

Ms.  Unsoeld.  And  my  ears  pricked  up  also  about  the  buyout  be- 
cause I  think,  again,  some  of  us  would  like  to  say,  "Us  too."  This 
panel  and  the  importance  of  this  team  to  the  President's  policy  of 
integrating  ecosystem  management  and  implementing  an  approach 
for  sustainable  habitat  and  sustainable  use  of  the  resources  just 
can't  be  overestimated,  and  I  really  appreciate  the  attitude  that  is 
coming  from  the  Administration  as  represented  by  all  of  you. 

However,  I  would  like  to  ask  about — Rollie,  I  recognize  that  more 
money  is  being  requested  this  year.  But  I  still  have  a  feeling  that 
underfunding  of  NOAA's  National  Marine  Service  Fisheries  in  the 
past  has  contributed  significantly  to  some  of  the  problems  that  we 
have.  And  I  am  wondering  particularly  who  in  OMB — that  the 
analysis  of  your  request  goes  through  in  OMB,  but  isn't  it  reviewed 
by  people  who  are  also  looking  at  all  of  Commerce  rather  than  by 
the  same  people  who  review  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  budget  re- 
quests? 

Mr.  Schmitten.  That  is  true.  Apparently,  we  are  reviewed  by  the 
Associate  Director  for  Economic  Development  and 

Ms.  Unsoeld.  Yes.  What  can  we  do  short  of  lifting  NMFS  out  of 
the  Department  of  Commerce  and  putting  the  wet  side  of  NOAA 
into  someplace  else?  What  can  we  do  to  get  OMB  to  separate  those 
policy  areas  and  provide  a  better  review  for  your  operation? 

Mr.  Schmitten.  Hopefully,  I  will  be  convincing  enough  as  I  go 
around  and  visit  each  of  you  and  compelling  enough  in  my  argu- 
ments for  the  need  of  this  agency  to  fund  it,  that  your  signal  and 
the  need  for  funding  fisheries  conservation  will  be  the  signal  to 
both  the  Administration,  Commerce,  and  OMB  that  it  is  important, 
and  what  has  occurred  in  the  last  decade  simply  will  cause  this  na- 
tion to  lose  its  marine  fisheries. 

Mr.  Eno.  Congress  woman,  if  I  may,  the  Foundation  recently 
wrote  the  Director  of  OMB  and  suggested  the  transfer  of  the  PAD 
from  the  Commerce  side  to  the  Natural  Resource  side.  So  closer  co- 
ordination could  be  had  within 

Mrs.  Unsoeld.  I  have  a  bill  to  that  effect  too  which  I  brush  off 
every  time  there  is  a  question  on  the  budget  particularly  because 
I  think  that  NMFS  has  been  slighted  in  the  past.  And  the  makeup 
that  is  taking  place  this  year  is  certainly  welcome,  but  we  do  need 
to  go  further. 

Despite  the  highlighting  of  the  importance,  Rollie,  for  reducing 
bycatch  in  both  NOAA's  strategic  plan  and  in  the  budget  request, 
NMFS  funding  for  the  bycatch  program  has  been  cut  by  about  $1.4 
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million.  What  is  the  justification,  and  will  we  be  able  to  effectively 
address  bycatch  with  that  loss? 

Mr.  Schmitten.  One  of  the  difficulties  when  you  see  the  new 
array  of  the  budget  is  it  is  very  hard  for  me  to  track,  and  I  suspect 
even  more  difficult  for  others  to  track,  in  the  base  funding  for 
bycatch,  it  is  $1.4  million.  The  change  is  a  reduction  of  $700,000, 
not  the  full  $1.4  million,  and  that  $700,000  is  not  moving  away 
from  bycatch,  which  I  happen  to  think  is  going  to  be  one  of  the  new 
areas  of  significance  that  we  must  address,  but  it  is  to  move  it 
away  from  a  sole  source  into  the  Foundation,  the  Gulf  and  the  At- 
lantic States  Foundation,  and  put  it  out  for  S-K  so  it  is  competi- 
tively bid.  But  we  are  still  committed  to  the  $1.4  million. 

Ms.  Unsoeld.  OK.  Good.  That  is  good  to  hear.  What  funds  has 
NMFS  dedicated  for  recovery  of  endangered  salmon  in  the  Pacific 
Northwest,  and  is  it  sufficient  to  meet  the  needs? 

Mr.  Schmitten.  We  have  dedicated  more  funds  to  the  Northwest 
for  endangered  salmon  than  any  other  part  of  the  nation — $4  mil- 
lion this  year.  Whether  it  is  sufficient  will  depend  upon  the  needs 
through  the  forest  program  that  is  being  currently  developed  and 
our  full  commitment  to  that  as  a  team  player  as  we  open  the  re- 
gional offices  around  the  Northwest.  We  currently  are  hiring  29 
new  employees;  the  first  time  ever  in  8  years  that  I  know  of — new 
people  coming  in  just  dedicated  to  ESA.  But  it  is  $4  million,  and 
that  is  up  from  $1.2  million. 

Ms.  Unsoeld.  I  have  some  additional  questions  I  will  submit  in 
writing,  but  I  would  like  to  ask  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  and  first 
compliment  the  Administration  because  although  there  are  critics 
on  both  sides,  I  do  believe  that  Option  Nine  or  the  President's  For- 
est Plan  is  moving  in  the  right  direction.  And  I  am  only  concerned 
that  the  request  was  only  for  $97  million  to  implement  it,  and  the 
Forest  Service  had  said  that  it  needed  $208  million  in  fiscal  year 
1995.  That  is  a  big  gap.  What  are  we  going  to  do  to  bridge  it?  Do 
you  want  to  answer  that  in  writing  since  my  time  is  up  or  can 
somebody  quickly  say? 

Mr.  Frampton.  If  I  could  just  respond  briefly.  The  overall  in- 
crease for  the  Department  of  Interior  as  a  whole  is  from  $36  to  $73 
million.  I  think  that  the  funding  for  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
to  implement  the  President's  Forest  Plan  on  public  land  is  ade- 
quate. The  chore  there  will  really  be  to  work  hard,  to  do  the  con- 
sultations, and  the  watershed  analysis  intelligently  with  BLM  and 
the  Forest  Service. 

I  think  it  appears  that  where  we  could  be  stretched  down  the 
road  is  in  our  attempt  to  work  imaginatively  with  private  land- 
owners in  habitat  conservation  planning. 

Ms.  Unsoeld.  Right.  Particularly  small  landowners. 

Mr.  Frampton.  We  are  going  to  try  to  do  something  very  dif- 
ferent with  Douglas  County,  Oregon.  We  have  a  lot  of  people  who 
are  interested  in  HCPs — big  landowners.  That  is  a  program  that 
actually  could  be  a  testing  ground  for  a  whole  new  way  to  use  the 
Endangered  Species  Act,  and  that  is  where  the  resource  crunch  is 
likely  to  come  next  year,  I  think. 

Ms.  Unsoeld.  I  am  sorry,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  went  beyond 

Mr.  Studds.  No  problem.  Just  for  members'  information  and 
planning  purposes,  the  current  sequence  of  members  who  are  still 
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here  will  be  Messieurs  Hamburg,  Gilchrest,  Castle,  Lancaster, 
Laughlin  is  gone,  Hochbrueckner  in  that  order  of  arrival.  The  gen- 
tleman from  California,  Mr.  Hamburg. 

Mr.  Hamburg.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  We  have  already 
heard  reference  to  the  PFMC  decision  last  week  to  basically  close 
down  salmon  fishing  in  the  Pacific  Northwest.  And  I  have  been 
working  with  officials  in  the  area  on  a  pilot  program  which  we 
think  is  pretty  innovative  and  workable,  and  it  is  a  program  to  se- 
lectively target  hatchery  fish,  specifically  chinook  salmon  in  south- 
ern Oregon  and  California,  and  to  mark  them  so  that  the  ocean 
fishermen  can  delineate  the  native  stocks  from  the  hatchery  stocks 
and  thereby  be  able  to  rebuild  the  fishery  in  that  way.  We  are  get- 
ting a  lot  of  favorable  comment  on  that  as  we  move  through.  We 
are  trying  to  work  through  the  problems  that  have  been  raised  by 
Cal  Fish  and  Game  and  so  forth. 

But  I  guess  I  have  two  questions — well,  questions  for  two  people. 
Ms.  Beattie,  could  you  comment  on  whether  this  type  of  approach 
falls  within  the  funding  or  jurisdiction  of  the  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  hatchery  operations  and  maintenance  project? 

Ms.  Beattie.  Congressman,  I  am  not  sure  if  we  have  made  such 
a  request  in  our  1995  budget.  I  have  not  had  a  chance  to  discuss 
this  with  my  colleague  to  my  right  in  terms  of  how  this  might  be 
handled.  I  certainly  will  agree  to  get  together  with  him  and  discuss 
whether  this  is  something  we  could  work  on  cooperatively  and 
what  the  practical  implications  are. 

Mr.  Hamburg.  Well,  let  me  pass  on  then  to  Mr.  Schmitten.  Is 
this  kind  of  an  approach  consistent  with  NMFS  goals  to  build  a 
sustainable  fisheries  program  and  the  proactive  approaches  to 
avoid  listings? 

Mr.  Schmitten.  Yes. 

Mr.  Hamburg.  OK.  That  is  what  I  wanted  to  hear.  Also,  for  Mr. 
Schmitten,  fishermen  in  my  district  have  reported  to  me,  and,  as 
a  matter  of  fact,  when  Chairman  Studds  was  out  in  the  district  last 
summer,  they  reported  that  the  budget  for  the  PFMC  has  not  al- 
ways allowed  sufficient — there  is  not  a  sufficient  budget  to  hold  the 
numbers  of  meetings  that  are  needed,  particularly  when  we  look  at 
the  problems  with  the  groundfishery  and  the  need  for  additional 
analysis  on  the  salmon  fishery. 

And  they  have  indicated — the  Council  has  indicated  to  me  that 
they  receive  about  $250,000  less  than  their  funding  needs.  A  work- 
load analysis  was  completed  by  NMFS  in  1992 — indicated  that  the 
Pacific  Fisheries  Management  Council  should  receive  a  larger 
share  than  the  other  councils.  The  President's  funding  request  has 
not  increased  over  the  1994  level,  but  I  understand  that  some  of 
the  councils  may  receive  an  increase  under  this  bill,  Sustainable 
Fisheries  Initiative.  Do  you  see  any  help  in  the  offing  here  for  the 
PFMC? 

Mr.  Schmitten.  Yes,  sir.  In  fact,  there  is  $1.5  million  in  this 
1995  request  for  all  councils  and  commissions.  How  we  would  han- 
dle that  is,  again,  go  back  to  the  workload  analysis,  and  which,  by 
the  way,  the  Pacific  did  very  well.  In  fact,  I  think  they  placed 
fourth  out  of  eight  and  received  a  larger  share  of  the  funds.  We 
would  update  that  analysis  to  make  sure  it  is  equitable  in  today's 
light  of  needs,  and  that  is  what  the  analysis  was  based  on.  But 
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there  is  $1.5  million.  I  am  aware  coming  from  the  Northwest  of 
this  Pacific  Council's  needs,  but  as  I  get  around  the  country  in  the 
Northeast,  Southeast,  councils  all  through  the  Nation  need  addi- 
tional dollars. 

Mr.  Hamburg.  And  lastly,  Mr.  Schmitten,  and  this  has  been  re- 
ferred to  earlier  also,  but  California,  Washington,  and  Oregon  have 
now  joined  the  Atlantic  Northeast  in  a  request  for  disaster  assist- 
ance funding.  As  you  know,  both  our  commercial  and  our  rec- 
reational salmon  fisheries  are  rather  dead  in  the  water.  And  given 
the  experience  that  you  have  had  particularly  in  the  Northwest, 
what  advice  would  you  give  and  what  comments  would  you  make 
on  the  types  of  assistance  that  would  be  the  most  helpful  and  how 
that  assistance  might  be  structured? 

Mr.  Schmitten.  I  can  recall  in  1983  that  we  went  through  this 
with  an  El  Nino.  And  what  occurred  then  is  that  the  States — at 
least  the  State  of  Washington,  possibly  Oregon,  the  governors  de- 
clared a  disaster,  and  it  allowed  SBA  funds  to  be  authorized  to  the 
fishing  community.  One  of  the  other  things  States  did  at  the  time, 
and,  in  fact,  I  was  involved  in  it,  is  that  we  gave  an  automatic  ex- 
tension for  permits  so  that  the  fishermen  did  not  have  to  purchase 
his  $300,  $400,  $500  permit.  In  some  of  the  States,  it  is  use  it  or 
lose  it.  So  the  States  granted  that. 

Things  that  I  am  hearing  that  the  coastal  community  may  want 
is  a  look  at  other  alternative  uses  of  the  coast — groundfish,  bird 
watching,  whalewatching,  ways  of  attracting  tourism  during  this 
down  period  in  the  cycle  of  salmon  fishing. 

Mr.  Hamburg.  Have  you  ever  looked  at  ideas  for  insurance  co- 
operatives for  fishermen?  Some  of  our  fishermen  are  also,  of  course, 
interested  in  retrofit  programs.  Also,  many  fishermen  complain  to 
me  about  the  tremendous  cost  for  safety  equipment  of  between 
$20,000  and  $30,000  before  they  even  buy  their  equipment  to  go 
out  and  fish.  Has  there  been  a  consideration  of  assistance  in  those 
regards? 

Mr.  Schmitten.  Well,  in  insurance  costs,  no.  Often  fisheries  as- 
sociations will  group  people  together  just  for  that  type  of  purpose. 
For  other  needs,  for  instance,  in  restructuring  loans,  there  is  the 
Fisheries  Obligation  Guarantee  Program.  S-K  is  available  for  and 
has  been  used  in  the  past  for  research  of  alternative  uses  of  coastal 
communities'  resources.  I  know  the  State  of  Washington  has  done 
that  two  or  three  different  times.  So  I  think  there  are  approaches 
that  currently  are  out  there  for  the  States. 

Mr.  Hamburg.  Well,  we  are  very  interested  in  working  with  you, 
and  we  are  also  reaching  out  to  our  local  folks  and  getting  a  lot 
of  ideas  from  them.  So  we  will  be  talking  with  you.  Thank  you,  Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr.  STUDDS.  The  gentleman  from  Maryland. 

Mr.  Gilchrest.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  would  like  to  wel- 
come all  of  you  here  today.  I  have  been  at  a  meeting  with  Dr.  Hes- 
ter some  months  ago  with  the  National  Biological  Survey  discuss- 
ing how  the  State  of  Maryland  can  cooperate  with  that,  and  the 
positive  end  results  that  can  be  worked  out  with  agriculture.  I  have 
a  largely  agricultural  area,  and  I  think  personally  from  what  I  un- 
derstand NBS,  it  will  be  a  positive  thing  for  agriculture.  Mr.  Eno 
may  not  be  aware  of  this,  but  his  organization  is  helping  to  formu- 
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late  a  policy  to  purchase  a  perpetual  easement  for  1,000  acres  of 
land  on  a  very  critical  tributary  to  the  Chesapeake  Bay. 

So  I  have  no  quarrels  with  the  people  that  are  here  today,  but 
I  have  a  couple  of  questions.  Mr.  Schmitten,  you  seem  to  be  getting 
most  of  the  questions  so  I  will  throw  another  one  your  way.  In  the 
area  of  fishery  stock,  whether  it  be  New  England  or  the  Pacific  or 
the  South  Pacific  or  the  Gulf  of  Mexico  or  the  polar  ice  caps,  wher- 
ever it  happens  to  be,  but  specifically  let  us  say  that  Atlantic  or 
New  England,  could  you  tell  us  in  30  seconds  or  less — since  I  am 
going  to  make  an  assumption  that  we  feel  the  best  way  to  manage 
the  biology  of  this  planet  is  through  science,  could  you  tell  us  what 
has  gone  wrong  with  the  Magnuson  Act  that  it  hasn't  protected 
species  in  the  Atlantic  coastal  fisheries  and  what  might  we  do  to 
change  that? 

Mr.  Schmitten.  A  bit  hypothetical  but  let  me  accept  some  of  the 
blame  on  behalf  of  the  government.  I  think  the  government,  in  the 
case  of  the  fish  in  New  England,  did  not  step  in  when  there  was 
an  obvious  case  of  allowing  overfishing.  It  was  an  obvious  case  of 
watching  the  stocks  continue  to  decline  until  the  point  that  we  find 
ourselves.  And,  unfortunately,  we  just  published  a  book  on  the  sta- 
tus of  stocks  of  the  Nation  of  the  living  marine  resources.  Forty- 
three  percent  of  the  stocks  of  this  nation  are  overfished.  And  so  it 
is  the  time  in  which  we  must  take  action.  I  think  that  the  general 
framework  of  Magnuson  is  good. 

Mr.  Gilchrest.  Could  I  make  one 

Mr.  Schmitten.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Gilchrest.  In  the  Magnuson  Act,  doesn't  it  say  that  the  Sec- 
retary may  close  down  or  put  a  quota  or  a  moratorium  in  the  Mag- 
nuson Act?  The  Secretary  may  do  something  or  it  may  do  this? 

Mr.  Schmitten.  It  even  gives  the  Secretary  more  authority.  All 
plans  and  amendments  must  be  approved  by  the  Secretary.  In  ef- 
fect, the  councils  are  simply  making  recommendations. 

Mr.  Gilchrest.  So  the  Secretary  for  so  many  years  now — a  cou- 
ple of  decades  has  just  been  approving  these  plans 

Mr.  Schmitten.  That  is  my  point — which  seldom  have  we  over- 
turned— it  has  occurred — council  actions.  Often  when  it  occurs,  it 
is  a  very  emotional  period  of  time.  It  is  politically  charged. 

Mr.  Gilchrest.  Why  is  it  emotionally  and  politically  charged? 

Mr.  Schmitten.  Because  often  if  the  Secretary  overturns  an 
issue,  the  fishing  community  disagrees,  and  often  the  constitu- 
encies involved  disagree. 

Mr.  Gilchrest.  So  the  Secretary  then  has  and  maybe  still  is,  un- 
fortunately, using  emotion  and  politics  as  opposed  to  science? 

Mr.  Schmitten.  I  would  say  in  the  past  cases.  You  bring  up  the 
key  point.  If  you  stick  with  the  science,  it  is  the  only  way  to  apply 
Magnuson,  and  I  think  that  at  that  way  the  fish  come  first — the 
allocation  of  the  fish  that  can  be  handled  in  the  councils,  but  you 
have  to  stick  with  the  science,  and  you  have  to  preserve  the  re- 
source first. 

Mr.  Gilchrest.  Given  the  prevailing  winds  of  the  interpretation 
of  the  Magnuson  Act  and  emotion  and  politics  being  involved  in 
this,  is  there  something  in  the  Magnuson  Act  that  can  be  changed 
to  make  sure  that  this  carries  over  from  one  Secretary  to  the  next 
Secretary — less  latitude? 
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Mr.  Schmitten.  This  is  a  wonderful  opportunity  for  this  Commit- 
tee because  before  you  is  the  chance  to  reauthorize  the  Magnuson 
Act  as  well  as  other  key  fisheries  legislation  this  year,  and  you  will 
hear  from  the  fishing  community,  from  ourselves.  We  have  16  dif- 
ferent proposals  that  I  think  will  improve  a  good  piece  of  legisla- 
tion. I  don't  think  we  should  throw  this  legislation  out.  Let  us  im- 
prove it.  You  have  that  opportunity. 

Mr.  Gilchrest.  Thank  you.  I  have  a  few  more  questions.  The 
yellow  light  is  on.  Dr.  Hester,  could  you  tell  us  how  NBS  would 
help  relieve,  if  at  all,  the  tension  and  the  stress  and  the  misunder- 
standing of,  let  us  say,  the  Endangered  Species  Act? 

Dr.  Hester.  Yes.  I  think  it  is  very  unfortunate  that  we  have 
been  viewed  as  somehow  finding  other  species  to  be  listed  and 
things  like  that.  In  reality,  we  think  that  with  more  and  better  in- 
formation about  species  and  their  needs  earlier  in  the  process,  that 
it  will  be  possible  to  do  things  to  protect  them  before  they  ever  be- 
come endangered  species.  And  so  we  see  it  as  a  very  positive  action 
that  will  help  the  Nation. 

Mr.  Gilchrest.  Thank  you.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Studds.  The  gentleman  from  Delaware. 

Mr.  Castle.  Well,  thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  con- 
gratulate all  the  panelists  on  wrestling  with  some  of  the  really 
tough  issues  in  the  environment  in  this  world  today.  I  will  be  very 
limited  because  I  am  already  10  minutes  late  to  my  next  appoint- 
ment, and  I  just  have  one  point  that  I  would  like  to  make  which 
I  think  is  really  more  of  a  point  than  a  question.  And  this  actually 
doesn't  come  directly  from  me.  It  comes  from  my  predecessor  here 
who  is  now  the  Governor  of  the  State  of  Delaware  whose  name  is 
Tom  Carper,  and  his  Cabinet  Secretary  who  is  head  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  Natural  Resources,  Environmental  Control,  whose  name  is 
Christophe  Tulou  who  also  worked  in  these  hallowed  halls. 

They  have  notified  me,  and  I  did  not  realize  this  myself,  that  in 
Delaware's  instance — and  I  really  think  I  speak  for  the  Delmarva 
Peninsula,  which  is  Delaware  and  parts  of  Maryland,  which  is  Mr. 
Gilchrest's  district,  as  well  as  parts  of  Virginia — that  is  what  the 
Delmarva  Peninsula  is — has  been  without  a  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  agent  in  terms  of  dealing  with  the  special  agency  and  a  lot 
of  the  problems  which  Delaware  has  in  this  area. 

And  I  guess  about  16  years  ago,  there  were  two  agents  for  Dela- 
ware, lost  one.  Then  recently  there  has  been  an  agent  who  is  part- 
time  who  covered  various  things  in  Delaware  and  then  has  been 
transferred  since  that  time  to  California.  And  so  now  we  have  no- 
body who  is  assigned  at  all  to  the  State  of  Delaware. 

Aiid  apparently  as  I  understand  it,  there  is  that  special  agent  po- 
sition which  is  open  in  Baltimore  which  could  be  assigned  to  Dela- 
ware as  it  has  been  presented  to  me.  And  apparently  the  Service 
has  attempted  to  fill  the  void  by  occasionally  deploying  teams  of 
agents  from  other  States,  and  there  is  some  serious  question  about 
whether  this  really  provides  the  service  which  is  necessary. 

In  addition,  Delaware  is  often  looked  upon  as  being  seasonal  be- 
cause of  the  Migratory  Bird  Treaty  Act  and  various  migratory  cir- 
cumstances which  exist  there  when  they  feel  very  strongly  that 
with  the  year-round  activity,  and  there  is  a  strong  year-round  ac- 
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tivity  for  the  sportsmen  and  the  other  people  who  are  involved  in 
these  activities  in  our  State,  that  this  assignment  should  be  made. 

I  don't  expect  you  to  have  an  answer,  Director  Beattie,  as  I  sit 
here  and  talk  to  you,  but  I  will  have  my  staff  person  give  you  a 
letter,  and  perhaps  somebody  could  look  at  it  and  give  it  some  at- 
tention at  some  later  point  in  time.  It  doesn't  relate  directly  to  this 
budget  as  I  understand  it  either  because  I  think  it  is  an  already 
ongoing  funded  position  so  I  don't  think  you  have  to  worry  about, 
"Gee,  some  Congressman  is  asking  for  additional  moneys."  It  is  just 
a  question  of  filling  an  assignment  when  the  time  comes.  And  if 
you  have  any  comment,  fine.  But,  if  not,  we  will  be  glad  to  submit 
it  to  you,  and  you  can  look 

Ms.  Beattie.  I  will  look  forward  to  your  letter.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Castle.  Thank  you  very  much.  I  appreciate  the  opportunity 
of  mentioning  that  to  you.  I  yield  back  the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  Studds.  I  thank  the  gentleman.  The  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina. 

Mr.  Lancaster.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  thank  you, 
members  of  the  panel,  for  excellent  testimony.  But,  Director 
Beattie,  I  would  like  to  address  to  you  my  concerns  from  my  open- 
ing statement  and  ask  you  if  you  are  aware  of  the  growing  hostility 
in  northeastern  North  Carolina  to  the  Service  and  ask  you  to  re- 
spond, if  you  could,  to  the  problem  of  underfunding  revenue  shar- 
ing, and  also  the  very  serious  problem  of  revaluing  the  property  in 
midyear  and  having  it  apply  to  that  year  when  they  have  already 
spent  that  money  that  they  anticipated  getting  from  you.  I  wish 
that  you  could  respond  to  those  concerns  of  not  fully  funding  the 
formula  and  of  changing  in  midstream  the  valuation  and  reducing 
the  amount  of  money  by  a  very  large  amount  in  each  of  my  coun- 
ties this  year  because  of  that  revaluation. 

Ms.  Beattie.  Congressman,  as  you  know,  we  have  not  fully  fund- 
ed the  payments  to  counties  since  1981,  and  the  answer  is  a  budg- 
etary constraint  question.  And  we  are  at  almost  80  percent  right 
now.  The  reappraisals  in  North  Carolina  are  quite  drastic.  They,  as 
you  know,  were  done  locally,  and  we  have  not  seen  such  a  precipi- 
tous drop  in  land  valuations,  and,  therefore,  this  is  probably  an  ex- 
traordinary case.  We  will  look  into  whatever  accommodation  we 
can  make,  and  I  will  certainly  correspond  with  you  on  that. 

Mr.  Lancaster.  If  you  could  give  us  a  county-by-county  break- 
down on  revaluation,  what  it  has  resulted  in  terms  of  revenues  re- 
duction for  the  record,  I  would  appreciate  it  very  much. 

Ms.  Beattie.  We  will  do  that. 

[The  information  requested  was  supplied  by  Ms.  Beattie  and  can 
be  found  at  the  end  of  the  hearing.] 

Mr.  Lancaster.  Also,  I  wish  that  you  would  address  the  whole 
problem  that  I  see  as  one  of  serious  underfunding  of  operations  and 
maintenance  and  of  construction  of  much-needed  facilities.  What 
has  the  Service  done  in  its — and  perhaps  you  are  not  even  at  lib- 
erty to  say  this — in  terms  of  its  request  and  what  is  the  problem? 
Is  it  OMB?  Is  it  the  Department?  Where  is  it  that  we  are  getting 
cut  off  and  is  there  some  way  that  this  Committee  can  be  helpful 
in  that  process? 

I  think  that  we  should  get  involved  because  when  you  have  $323 
million  in  backlog  in  maintenance,  when  there  are  seven  refuges  in 
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North  Carolina  and  not  a  single  one  of  them  that  permits  public 
use  and  access  of  the  refuge  because  there  is  no  visitor  center,  then 
we  have  a  problem.  We  have  a  problem  that  needs  to  be  addressed 
and,  in  my  opinion,  could  be  addressed  with  very  little  money  if  it 
were  done  incrementally  and  over  a  period  of  time.  We  simply 
should  not  continue  to  acquire  and  add  to  a  system  that  we  can't 
afford  to  keep  as  it  is,  but  yet  every  year  that  is  where  we  put  our 
money,  in  additional  acquisition  instead  of  properly  operating  and 
maintaining  what  we  already  have. 

Ms.  Beattie.  There  are,  I  think,  three  parts  to  your  question  or 
statement,  Mr.  Congressman.  The  first  I  will  address  is  the  backlog 
on  maintenance.  Although  we  are  not  getting  to  a  point  where  we 
are  addressing  that  backlog,  every  year  we  are  increasing  the 
maintenance  funding.  There  is  a  substantial  $2  million  increase  in 
the  maintenance  budget  request  for  this  year.  We  are  at  least  mov- 
ing toward  the  goal. 

In  terms  of  your  question  about  the  operations  money,  I  would 
like  to  go  back  to  my  earlier  response  to  Chairman  Studds.  In  order 
for  us  to  come  with  a  clean  conscience  and  tell  you  what  the  size 
of  the  need  is,  we  need  to  know  what  it  is  and  to  be  able  to  tell 
you  that  we  have  reallocated  our  existing  funding  where  it  most 
counts.  We  are  in  the  middle  of  that  exercise,  but  it  really  is  the 
first  step  to  address  the  problem  you  have  brought  up. 

Mr.  Lancaster.  Could  you  provide  for  the  record  the  passbacks 
from  OMB?  In  other  words,  what  did  you  request,  and  what  did 
you  get?  Because  if  that  is  the  problem,  then  perhaps  this  Commit- 
tee needs  to  either  meet  with  Mr.  Panetta  or  otherwise  make  clear 
that  you  simply  are  in  serious  jeopardy  of  losing  incredible  re- 
sources that  we  have  when  we  are  not  maintaining  the  facilities, 
and  when  we  are  not  making  available  to  the  public  who  is  paying 
for  these  acquisitions  their  access  to  the  property  in  a  way  that  is 
appropriate,  and  in  keeping  with  the  reason  that  we  acquired  the 
property  in  the  first  place. 

Ms.  Beattie.  Yes,  sir. 

[The  information  requested  was  supplied  by  Ms.  Beattie  and  can 
be  found  at  the  end  of  the  hearing.] 

Mr.  Lancaster.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Studds.  The  gentleman  from  New  York. 

Mr.  HOCHBRUECKNER.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  Well,  first  off, 
I  would  like  to  publicly  thank  Rollie  Schmitten  for  having  the  cour- 
age to  come  to  Long  Island  and  to — several  months  ago  to  meet 
with  simultaneously  both  the  sports  and  the  commercial  fishermen 
from  Long  Island  to  express  his  views  as  the  incoming  NMFS  per- 
son. So  thank  you  very  much.  We  appreciated  that,  and  I  think  it 
was  good  for  both  sides  to  understand  at  one  point  in  time  what 
the  views  are  of  the  Service. 

Mr.  Studds.  He  is  obviously  new. 

Mr.  HOCHBRUECKNER.  Yes,  but  he  is  learning  fast.  On  the  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service's  side,  I  would  like  to  point  out  that  on  Long 
Island  we  have  seven  wildlife  refuges  and  one  management  area, 
and  we  have  about  500,000  visits  annually  to  these  facilities.  We 
also  have  about  a  million  school  children  within  the  area  between 
New  York  City  and  Long  Island,  itself,  and  it  just  seems  to  me  that 
with  the  25,000  tourists  that  visit  Long  Island  each  year  that  it 
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would  be  very  appropriate  to  have  a  visitors  center  on  Long  Island, 
especially  when  one  considers  that  we  already  have  centers  in  the 
South  and  Midwest  and  the  West. 

But  as  my  colleague,  Mr.  Lancaster,  pointed  out,  we  really  don't 
have  one  certainly,  you  know,  in  other  areas  where  they  are  appro- 
priate. And  clearly  Long  Island  is  a  very  appropriate  place  to  have 
such  a  center.  And  so  I  noticed  in  the  numbers  that  I  have  seen 
this  year  for  Fish  and  Wildlife — for  the  refuges,  you  have  about 
$170  million  set  aside,  an  increase  of  about  seven  and  a  half  mil- 
lion dollars,  and  I  am  wondering  what  must  we  do  to  convince  you 
folks  to  request  that  a  visitors  center  perhaps  at  the  Wertheim  Ref- 
uge on  Long  Island  might  be  an  appropriate  thing  to  do  in  light 
of  the  great  need  for  environmental  education  that  we  do  have  es- 
pecially with  a  million  students  within  25  miles  of  that  refuge  com- 
plex. So  what  are  your  feelings  about  that? 

Ms.  Beattie.  I  can't  answer  as  to  the  specific  site,  although  there 
probably  is  someone  here  who  can.  I  will  say  that  it  does  sound  like 
an  appropriate  site,  and  a  place  where  there  is  high  visitor-use  and 
emphasis  on  environmental  education.  I  would  be  happy  to  look 
into  it. 

Mr.  HOCHBRUECKNER.  It  just  so  happens  I  had  this  great  little 
brochure  that  we  put  out  that  talks  about  such  a  visitors  center. 
Shall  I  present  this  to  you  or  to  Mr.  Frampton? 

Ms.  Beattie.  We  will  share  it  so  either  one  can  review  it. 

Mr.  Hochbrueckner.  OK.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Frampton.  Perhaps  I  could  respond  to  that  question.  I  am 
sorry  Mr.  Lancaster  left.  But  I  think  that  in  tight  budget  times  we 
are  caught  between  two  very  strong,  conflicting  priorities.  One  is 
to  increase  the  extent  of  public  involvement  with  the  refuge  sys- 
tem, through  public  use,  and,  therefore,  hopefully  increase  public 
support  which  translates  back  into,  in  the  long-term,  increased 
funding  to  protect  these  resources. 

The  conflict  is  looking  at  protecting  the  resources  that  we  have 
and  possible  cutbacks  in  recreational  uses  of  certain  refuges.  Try- 
ing to  find  new  money  for  new  construction  of  visitors  centers 
which,  in  some  cases,  may  be  important  in  bringing  more  people 
to  the  refuges  to  appreciate  the  refuge  system,  is  very  difficult. 

The  Secretary  looks  at  money  going  into  just  keeping  somebody 
on  the  refuge  so  that  public  use  can  continue  versus  construction 
of  new  visitors  centers,  which  can  be  very  expensive  and  takes 
money  away  perhaps  from  other  refuges  simply  for  maintaining 
what  we  have.  He  finds  it  very  difficult  to  allocate  substantial 
amounts  of  new  money  into  the  construction  of  visitors  centers.  So 
we  are  caught  in  trying  to  do  two  things  that  really  can't  be  done 
with  a  limited  amount  of  budget. 

We  would  like  to  build  visitors  centers  because  it  really  is  impor- 
tant to  involve  people  in  this  system  and  a  system  that  doesn't 
have  as  much  public  understanding  and  appreciation  and  support 
as  it  needs.  It  is  a  tremendous  educational  asset  we  all  think  is 
underused  for  that  purpose.  However,  we  simply  don't  have  large 
amounts  of  new  money  to  put  into  the  construction  budget  for  visi- 
tors centers  to  accomplish  that. 

Mr.  Hochbrueckner.  Well,  let  me  just  respond  by  saying  fortu- 
nately on  Long  Island  we  have  a  very  unique  situation  in  that  at 
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the  very  edge  of  the  Wertheim  Refuge  we  do  have  a  surplussed 
school  which  is  already  in  place,  and  for  a  very  low  price,  one  could 
capture  this  existing  building  and  convert  it.  In  fact,  we  have  been 
looking  at  that  as  a  very  good  way  to  recycle  a  building  at  a  very 
low  price,  provide  a  visitors  center.  And  as  we  often  say,  if  we  build 
it,  they  will  come;  and  if  they  come,  they  will  pay.  And  so  I  think 
we  can  put  together  a  package  that  would  be  very  worthwhile  for 
the  environment  of  Long  Island  as  well  as  the  education  of  its  chil- 
dren. 

Mr.  Frampton.  It  sounds  like  an  interesting  partnership. 

Mr.  Hochbrueckner.  And  I  will  give  you  this  brochure,  sir. 
Thank  you. 

Mr.  Studds.  Subtlety  is  dead.  I  don't  know  what  is  going  on 
here.  You  are  bargaining,  and  Mr.  Gilchrest  is  fraternizing.  I  don't 
know  what  the  heck  is  going  on  here.  The  gentleman  from  Texas. 

Mr.  Laughlin.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  Ms.  Beattie,  I  could 
repeat  everything  Mr.  Lancaster  from  North  Carolina  has  said 
about  the  Service  and  not  take  up  any  more  of  your  time.  I  will 
move  on.  I  heard  him  and  the  gentleman  from  Long  Island  say 
they  had  seven  refuges  in  a  State,  seven  on  Long  Island.  I  have  got 
six  in  my  district.  One  has  a  visitors  center,  the  Whooping  Crane 
Aransas,  and  you  have  a  visitors  center  there,  and  it  draws  sub- 
stantial people.  And  it  is  literally  out  of  the  way  to  go  there  as  you 
probably  know.  I  mean,  it  is  not  near  a  million  school  children,  and 
it  is  not  even  near  a  million  people. 

But  the  fourth  largest  city  in  America  is  over  a  two  and  a  half 
hours'  drive  from  there.  Yet,  we  have  got  two  wildlife  refuges  that 
you  control  and  manage  in  my  home  county  less  than  an  hour's 
drive  from  downtown  of  the  nation's  fourth  largest  city,  and  it  is 
like  having  the  National  Museum  of  Art  there  with  all  the  doors 
closed.  It  doesn't  do  anybody  any  good.  No  one  can  go  out  and  see 
the  wildlife  that  is  there,  and  it  is  like  locking  the  doors  down  here 
and  letting  everybody  drive  down  to  Constitution  and  Independence 
and  Pennsylvania  and  know  that  you  got  beautiful  art  inside,  but 
you  can't  see  it,  and  it  doesn't  do  anybody  any  good.  So  moving  on 
from  the  visitors  center,  you  all  can  tackle  that  problem. 

But  I  want  to  talk  to  you  about  mitigation,  and  that  is  a  policy 
you  all  need  to  address.  The  Balconies  Wildlife  Refuge  is  in  Travis 
County,  and  I  represent  most  of  what  is  in  the  Balconies.  J.  Pickle 
represents  the  other  part. 

There  is  a  mitigation  problem  there  where  people  are  willing  to 
buy  property  or  sell  property  that  needs  to  be  in  that  refuge  sys- 
tem, and  your  agency  has  a  policy  that  they  will  not  allow  them 
to  do  that,  to  get  mitigation  credit  somewhere  else  to  construct 
homes,  schools,  other  constructed  buildings  in  that  area.  Yet,  your 
people  take  the  position  that  we  are  going  to  use  taxpayer's  dollars 
rather  than  private  dollars  to  purchase  this  property.  And  I  have 
talked.  I  have  written  letters  down  there.  And  to  this  day,  I  have 
not  gotten  a  satisfactory  response. 

People  from  their  staff  have  come  and  talked  to  me  about  the 
policy,  but  you  need  to  take  a  look — your  agency  and  others  making 
these  decisions  need  to  take  a  look  at  a  sound  policy  that  allows 
mitigation  at  taxpayer's  expense  versus  allowing  this  mitigation  to 
take  place  at  private  industry  paying  the  cost  rather  than  having 


35 

the  taxpayer's  pay  the  cost.  And  I  don't  expect  you  to  make  a  re- 
sponse today,  but  I  would  like  for  you  all  to  address  that  because 
it  is  a  very  valid  problem,  and  your  people  in  Austin,  your  people 
in  Albuquerque,  and  I  understand  how  it  works— your  people  here 
in  Washington,  DC,  have  information  from  many  people. 

And  the  last  thing  I  want  to  do,  Mr.  Chairman,  is  just  offer  this 
statement  in  the  record  without  reading  it,  but  it  is  a  statement 
given  to  us  by  staff  from  the  Davidson  family  of  Austin,  Texas.  Ten 
years  ago,  they  bought  over  an  acre  and  a  half  of  property  with  the 
American  dream  of  building  a  home  there.  They  had  never  heard 
of  the  golden-cheeked  warbler  and  the  other  endangered  species 
there. 

Today,  they  are  told  to  go  hire  people  and  go  through  the  expen- 
sive process  of  getting  a  permit  to  build  the  home  for  their  family, 
and  they  don't  have  the  money  to  do  that.  They  have  been  saving 
trying  to  build  a  home,  and  now  they  have  a  family  and  children, 
and  they  are  living  in  inadequate  housing,  as  I  understand,  and  yet 
our  government,  you  and  I  and  people  in  this  room,  have  thrust 
upon  them  a  permit  process  that  they  cannot  afford.  So  we  are  de- 
nying them  adequate  housing,  and  I  am  going  to  leave  this  with 
you  rather  than  read  all  the  details  and  ask  you  all  to  address  it. 
I  am  sure  somebody  at  your  agency  either  in  Albuquerque  or  Aus- 
tin are  aware  of  this. 

[The  Davidsons'  statement  can  be  found  at  the  end  of  the  hear- 
ing-] 

And  the  last  observation  I  would  share  with  you  is,  your  agency 
has  become  the  enemy  of  people  that  live  in  places  like  I  have 
talked  about  because  your  policies  are  driven  by  people  who  don't 
live  in  these  areas.  You  don't  consult  with  people  who  live  in  these 
rural  counties  where  Mr.  Lancaster  has  people  that  are  now  short 
money  in  their  treasury  because  of  failure  to  pay  payments,  and  I 
understand  it  goes  back  the  last  12  years,  and  I  understand  the 
significance  of  what  you  are  saying  there.  But  it  is  today,  and  our 
people  in  rural  America  have  to  live  with  these  things  that  the  city 
dwellers,  the  apartment  dwellers,  and  the  people  in  urban,  subur- 
ban America  want  us  to  have  for  their  benefit.  So  those  are  some 
of  the  problems  that  we  who  represent  rural  areas  have  to  deal 
with  and  you  have  to  put  up  with  when  you  come  here. 

Now,  I  want  to  leave  this  with  you  and  ask  you  to  respond  to  it 
to  me  and  to  the  Chairman,  and  that  is  all  I  have,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Ms.  Beattie.  May  I  make  just  a  general  response? 

Mr.  Laughlin.  Yes,  ma'am. 

Ms.  Beattie.  Congressman,  I  can  assure  you  that  at  the  Depart- 
ment of  Interior  there  is  a  very  strong  sensitivity  to  the  impact  of 
the  Endangered  Species  Act  on  small,  private  landowners  and  a  lot 
of  thought  is  going  into  how  to  ease  that  problem  in  the  best  pos- 
sible way.  We  are  not  insensitive  to  that  and  we  are  thinking  hard 
about  it. 

Mr.  Laughlin.  Well,  I  have  got  constituents  that  would  disagree 
with  your  statement  of  being  sensitive.  I  have  a  widow  lady 

Mr.  Studds.  The  gentleman  has  expired. 

Mr.  Laughlin.  You  get  the  drift.  I  hope  to  hear  from  you. 

Ms.  Beattie.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Laughlin.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 
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Mr.  Studds.  Thank  you.  The  gentleman  from  Massachusetts. 

Mr.  Torkildsen.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  I  apologize  for 
missing  a  fair  amount  of  the  hearing,  but  I  am  glad  to  be  back  in 
time  to  ask  some  questions.  First  off,  I  would  like  to  commend 
NMFS.  Rollie  Schmitten  with  Doug  Hall  and  Secretary  Ron  Brown 
came  up  to  Massachusetts  and  announced  an  aid  package  which 
was  certainly  a  very  positive  start  for  the  lives  of  a  lot  of  fishermen 
and  their  families,  who  were  disrupted  both  by  overfishing  as  well 
as  regulations  which  went  into  effect.  I  certainly  appreciate  the  ef- 
fort that  went  into  that  aid  package. 

I  would  specifically  like  to  ask  Mr.  Schmitten  some  questions 
about  one  particular  area  of  fishing  and  that  is  the  bluefin  tuna. 
I  know  there  is  an  ongoing  controversy.  I  have  mentioned  it  at 
hearings  before,  and  I  know  that  there  is  supposed  to  be  a  peer  re- 
view going  on  right  now,  and  I  want  to  ask  about  the  status  of  that 
and  ask  if  NMFS  has  agreed  to  allow  this  peer  review  to  go  on 
without  attempting  to  influence  it? 

Mr.  Schmitten.  Yes.  In  fact,  there  are  probably  many  people 
who  will  claim  credit  for  having  that  peer  review  done.  It  is  one 
of  the  first  things  that  I  suggested  and  maybe  others  at  the  same 
time  when  I  came  aboard  and  saw  the  disparity  of  the  positions 
and  how  emotionally  fraught  the  management  of  bluefin  tuna  is. 
And,  yes,  I  suggested  going  to  the  National  Academy  and  having 
the  science  reviewed.  I  said  good  science  will  stand  up,  and  if  it  is 
not  good  science,  we  ought  to  do  something  to  change  it. 

And  I  understand  that  part  of  the  concern  has  been  the  involve- 
ment of  my  agency  in  the  development  of  that  science,  and  I  indi- 
cated that  it  is  important  that  we  step  aside  except  if  they  ask  to 
provide  our  methodology,  our  modeling,  how  we  do  the  mechanics 
of  it,  that  we  particularly  not  be  a  part  of  that  review.  And  that, 
to  my  knowledge,  is  the  foundation  of  the  review. 

It  was  on  time,  but  I  understand  they  have  sought  an  extension 
for  30  or  60  days,  agreed  to  by  the  industry  and  others  to  make 
sure  they  do  a  complete  job,  and  I  think  that  the  only  thing  that 
I  had  indicated  is  have  it  done  and  available  for  use  by  the  end  of 
the  year.  I  didn't  want  it  to  drift  over  so  we  can't  use  it  in  the  de- 
liberations for  next  season's  bluefin  tuna  management  regimes. 
And  so,  again,  the  short  answer,  we  are  not  a  part.  None  of  our 
scientists  are  on  the  review  team.  We  are  at  arm's  length.  I  think 
we  are  an  asset.  We  should  be  used,  and  that  it  needs  to  be  done 
timely  enough  to  be  used. 

Mr.  Torkildsen.  OK.  I  applaud  your  desire  to  have  a  decision 
by  the  end  of  the  year.  I  applaud  your  arm's  length  approach.  I 
think  that  that  is  most  appropriate  and  necessary.  I  have  been  con- 
tacted by  a  fishing  association,  a  bluefin  tuna  fishing  association, 
that  represents  some  of  my  constituents,  and  they  have  informed 
me  that  they  have  made  a  request  under  the  Freedom  of  Informa- 
tion Act  for  any  documents  that  NMFS  might  have  pertaining  to 
this  process.  And  according  to  their  numbers,  NMFS  is  refusing  to 
release  124  out  of  135  known  documents.  Now,  is  that  consistent 
with  what  you  know,  and  why  would  that  be?  If  we  are  having  an 
open  process,  why  wouldn't  those  documents  be  made  available? 

Mr.  Schmitten.  Well,  first  off,  I  am  totally  unaware  of  that.  I 
suspect  that  would  be  a  legal  call,  but  it  is  not  the  intent  of  good 
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government  to  withhold  documents  like  these  unless  there  is  some 
reason  to  protect  individuals  or  something  like  that — my  view  is 
you  disclose  any  and  everything  within  the  standards  of  the  law. 
So  it  is  not  consistent.  I  don't  know  if  that  is  actually  the  case.  I 
just  simply  don't  know  that  the  Freedom  of  Information  Act  had 
been  asked  for.  I  think  what  you  will  find  though  is  exactly  what 
I  have  said  because  those  are  my  firm  instructions  to  our  people, 
and  so  I  would  think  that — well,  let  me  back  up.  How  many? 
134 

Mr.  TORKILDSEN.  They  said  they  requested  135  documents  which 
they  say  they  have  information  that  exists  at  NMFS  relating  to 
this  issue,  and  that  NMFS  has  refused  to  release  124  of  the  135 
documents. 

Mr.  SCHMITTEN.  I  know  of  no  letter  except  for  the  letter  of  invita- 
tion to  the  National  Academy  that  I  have  ever  signed  on  this  mat- 
ter. 

Mr.  Torkildsen.  OK.  I  would  be  happy  to  present  you  with  a 
copy  of  the  information  I  have,  and  if  you  could,  you  know 

Mr.  SCHMITTEN.  I  will  look  into  it  for  you. 

Mr.  Torkildsen.  If  you  feel  confident  saying  that  you  want  to  re- 
lease those  documents,  I  will  accept  that  because  I  think  the  point 
I  want  to  get  to  is  a  full,  open  understanding  of  all  the  issues  that 
are  going  on  here. 

Mr.  SCHMITTEN.  Yes.  Let  me  look  into  it  for  you,  but  I  think  you 
will  find  the  answer  is  the  one  that  I  have  given. 

Mr.  Torkildsen.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Schmitten.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Studds.  I  want  to  thank  all  of  you.  For  a  routine  budgetary 
hearing,  it  has  been  unusually  long,  unusually  diverse,  unusually 
calm,  and  unusually  productive,  I  think.  Each  of  you  has  been  sub- 
jected to  now  in  excess  of  2  hours.  I  apologize  for  the  length.  I  real- 
ly appreciate  your  cooperation.  We  had  the  rare  occasion  of  seeing 
Mr.  Gilchrest  and  Mr.  Young  of  roughly  the  same  degree  of  mellow- 
ness. This  does  not  happen  very  often.  I  don't  know  what  powers 
you  brought  to  bear,  but  you  should  keep  it  up.  Dr.  Hester,  you  are 
a  lucky  man.  There  are  no  visible  scars.  Do  not  be  deluded  into 
complacency,  however,  by  the  benignness  of  this  afternoon.  We 
thank  you  all.  We  look  forward  to  continuing  to  work  with  you.  The 
Subcommittees  are  adjourned. 

[Whereupon,  at  3:34  p.m.,  the  Subcommittees  were  adjourned, 
and  the  following  was  submitted  for  the  record:] 
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TESTIMONY  OF  MOLLIE  H.  BEATTIE,  DIRECTOR,  UNITED  8TATES  FISH 
AND  WILDLIFE  SERVICE,  DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR,  BEFORE  THE 
COMMITTEE  ON  MERCHANT  MARINE  AND  FISHERIES,  HOOSE  OF 
REPRESENTATIVES,  CONCERNING  THE  FISCAL  YEAR  1995  BUDGET 
REQUEST  FOR  THE  U.S.  FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  SERVICE 

April  12,  1994 


Mr.  Chairman,  I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  appear  before  you  to  discuss 
the  President's  budget  for  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  for  Fiscal  Year 
1995.  Before  I  address  the  specifics  of  the  budget  request,  however,  I  would 
like  to  share  with  you  some  of  my  thoughts  about  the  new  era  for  fish  and 
wildlife  resource  management. 

America  has  long  been  a  world  leader  in  the  effort  to  conserve  natural 
resources.  We  were  the  first  country  to  establish  National  Parks,  National 
Wildlife  Refuges,  and  National  Forests  as  well  as  to  protect  wilderness  areas 
and  this  continent's  wild  and  scenic  rivers.  We  have  led  the  way  with 
landmark  legislation  to  protect  our  threatened  and  endangered  species  and 
have  been  able  to  promote  the  conservation  of  fish  and  wildlife  resources  in 
other  countries. 

This  reflects  the  deep  love  and  appreciation  that  Americans  hold  for  the 
richness  and  beauty  of  the  natural  world,  and  an  inherent  understanding  that 
the  fate  of  wildlife  and  humans  alike  are  linked  to  the  well-being  of  the 
environment  about  us. 

We  are  at  a  watershed  moment  for  the  Service  and  for  natural  resource 
conservation  in  this  country.  I  believe  it  is  time  for  America  to  take  the 
lead  in  moving  into  a  new  era  --  an  era  in  which  we  will  take  an  ecosystem 
approach  to  fish  and  wildlife  conservation  Simply  put,  the  ecosystem 
approach  is  the  protection  or  restoration  of  the  function,  structure,  and 
species  composition  of  an  ecosystem,  while  providing  for  its  sustainable 
economic  use,  recognizing  that  all  components  are  interrelated. 

The  idea  of  "ecosystem  conservation"  is  hardly  new.  Indeed,  it  has  been 
discussed  in  the  academic  and  conservation  community  for  years,  and  the 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  and  many  states  have  participated  in  ecosystem 
restoration  partnerships.  These  range  from  the  Chesapeake  Bay  in  the  East 
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to  the  Sandhills  ecosystem  betwe  .  the  Ph  and  Niobrara  Rivers  in 
Nebraska  to  the  Trinity  and  Klamath  Rivers  in  California.  Nevertheless,  the 
concept  of  an  ecosystem  approach  is  not  well  understood  by  the  American 
public  and,  in  many  areas,  is  not  being  applied  to  long-term  management  of 
fish  and  wildlife  resources. 

Our  intention  is  to  change  that.  Briefly  stated,  we  intend  to  move  away 
from  management  practices  of  the  past  that  have  focused  or  single  species 
or  small  groups  of  species  and  paid  limited  attention  to  the  rest  of  the 
species  and  habitat  in  the  ecosystem.  Instead,  we  plan  to  manage  fish  and 
wildlife  resources  under  our  jurisdiction  taking  into  account  the  needs  and 
well-being  of  th  full  diversity  of  species  and  the  ecosystems  on  which  they 
depend.  At  the  art  of  this  approach  is  the  belief  that  careful  and  well- 
plannec  manage  nt  of  natural  resources  will  balance  recreational  use, 
economic  development,  and  conservation  of  wildlife  so  that  it  is  sustainable. 

Let  me  digress  for  a  moment  and  say  that  this  approach  does  not  represent 
any  changes  in  the  S  ice's  intention  to  carry  out  its  traditional  fish  and 
wildlife  management  ^ponsibilities,  but  rather  represents  a  realization  that 
we  cannot  fulfill  them  without  maintaining  ecosystems.  Nor  does  it  suggest 
the  Service  is  interested  in  encroaching  in  any  way  on  the  management  of 
resources  that  are  the  proper  responsibility  of  the  states  or  other  agencies. 
Rather,  we  believe  it  will  provide  greater  opportunities  for  partnerships 
among  the  Service,  the  states,  Native  American  tribes,  and  private  citizens. 
Stated  simply,  the  ecosystem  approach  is  a  more  effective  and  sensible  way 
of  meeting  our  traditional  goals,  not  a  replacement  of  them. 

For  example,  one  of  our  goals  is  to  turn  the  corner  on  endangered  species 
issues  by  taking  a  multi-species,  ecosystem-wide  approach  rather  than 
dealing  with  each  new  threatened  and  endangered  species  independently.  In 
doing  so,  we  hope  to  preclude  the  need  to  list  many  species  currently  in 
decline. 

An  ecosystem  approach  to  fish  and  wildlife  conservation  will  also  help  us 
to  address  the  very  tough  challenges  that  face  the  National  Wildlife  Refuge 
System.  This  System,  now  in  its  91st  year,  is  faced  with  expansion  of  the 
land  base,  erosion  of  operations  funding,  a  backlog  of  maintenance  projects, 
accelerating  recreational  demand  and  growing  threats  to  surrounding  habitat. 
To  address  these  problems,  I  have  directed  managers  make     ugh,  often 
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unpopular,  choices  between  high  and  low  priority  habitat  management  and 
public  use  programs.  We  have  also  made  great  progress  in  the  resolution 
of  incompatible  refuge  activities.  Expanded  efforts  to  manage  refuges  in  the 
context  of  ecosystems  within  which  they  are  found  will  elevate  their 
conservation  value  and  will  promote  lasting  solutions  to  watershed  problems 
that  threaten  their  integrity. 

As  I  will  describe  in  more  detail  in  a  moment,  the  President's  budget  would 
employ  this  new  approach  throughout  the  Service's  ongoing  operations  and 
in  new  initiatives.  Funding  is  requested  in  the  FY  1995  budget  to  undertake 
initiatives  in  the  South  Florida  and  the  Pacific  Northwest  ecosystems  in 
coordination  with  multiple  Federal  agencies,  state  agencies  and  other 
partners.  The  Service  will  engage  in  conservation  efforts  in  coordination 
with  Mexico  to  ensure  development  is  balanced  with  conservation  in  the 
Southwestern  ecosystems  that  will  be  affected  by  the  North  American  Free 
Trade  Agreement  (NAFTA). 

As  we  begin  this  process,  we  recognize  that  success  will  not  be  the  result 
of  a  sweeping  mandate  from  Washington.  Rather,  success  for  the  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  will  come  acre  by  acre,  wetland  by  wetland,  streambed  by 
streambed  in  communities  throughout  the  nation.  To  achieve  our  objective, 
we  must  reach  out  to  those  who  live  and  work  on  the  land.  Therefore,  the 
Service  will  increasingly  rely  on  voluntary  partnerships  with  state  and  local 
governments,  Indian  tribes,  conservation  organizations,  businesses,  and 
private  landowners.  Fortunately,  we  have  a  strong  foundation  of  successful 
partnerships  in  existing  conservation  programs  including  Federal  Aid,  North 
American  Wetlands  Conservation  and  North  American  Joint  Ventures, 
Partners  for  Wildlife  and  many  others.  These  partnerships  have 
accomplished  far  more  than  any  Federal  agency  working  unilaterally.  We 
intend  to  build  on  that  foundation,  using  our  past  successes  as  models  for 
partnerships  in  ecosystem  conservation. 

As  a  first  step,  the  Service  has  identified  52  ecosystem  units  for  our 
management  purposes  and  a  working  draft  map  of  watershed-based  units  that 
will  be  discussed  with  all  of  our  partners  and  sister  agencies.  We  are 
forming  ecosystem  teams  to  identify  natural  resource  needs,  set  resource 
goals  and  objectives  and  provide  solutions  that  make  the  most  efficient  and 
integrated  use  of  our  many  programs  and  our  many  partners. 
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I  am  convinced  that  in  the  f  re  when  we  look  back  at  this  period  in  the 
history  of  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  we  will  recognize  it  as  a  time  when 
critical  changes  were  made  that  enabled  us  to  be  more  effective,  more 
anticipatory  and  better  prepared  to  conserve  and  restore  our  fish  and  wildlife 
resources.  This  budget  marks  a  strong  beginning  in  making  these  changes. 
Now  I  would  like  to  address  specifics  of  the  FY  1995  budget  request. 

FY  1995  Budget  Overview 

The  Service's  FY  1995  budget  request  of  $1.2  billion  includes  $499.7 
million  in  permanent  appropriations  and  $710.6  million  in  current 
appropriations.  The  request  for  appropriations  includes  program  increases 
of  $34.5  million,  $9.7  million  in  streamlining  reductions  and  other 
uncontrollable  cost  adjustments  that  net  to  an  increase  of  $5.1  million. 
The  budget  reflects  several  major  emphases  for  ecosystem  management 
including  activities  in  support  of  N  ^FTA  (  +  $10.85  million),  the 
President's  Fores;  Plan  (  +  $20.25  million)  and  the  South  Florida  initiative 
(  +  $2.85  million). 

The  President's  Forest  Plan 

The  Service  is  an  active  participant  in  implementation  of  the  President's 
comprehensive  and  innovative  blueprint  for  ecosystem  management, 
economic  development,  and  agency  coordination  in  the  Pacific  Northwest 
and  Northern  California.  In  1995,  as  part  of  the  Forest  Plan,  the  Service 
will: 

o  (1)  designate  critical  habitat  for  the  northern  spotted  owl  (+$0.7 
million); 

o  (2)  conduct  consultations  for  provincial-level  planning,  watershed 
planning/analysis,  and  implement  the  4(d)  rule  (  +  $2.3  million); 

o  (3)  work  with  landowners  to  identify  alternative  forest  management 
scenarios  possibly  resulting  in  a  Habitat  Conservation  Plan  which  will 
promote  ecosystem  conservation,  and  undertake  additional  analyses  to 
evaluate  Option  9's  capabilities  to  meet  established  recovery  goals  and 
objectives  (+$4.25  million); 
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o  (4)  conduct  in  cooperation  with,  and/or  provide  funds  to,  California, 
Oregon  and  Washington  to  monitor  the  northern  spotted  owl 
population  in  areas  of  extensive  forest  management,  as  required  by  the 
4(d)  rule  (+$4.0  million);  and 

o  (5)  continue  funding  for  "Jobs  in  the  Woods"  ecosystem  restoration 
projects  designed  to  employ  unemployed  timber  workers  (+$9.0 
million). 

North  American  Free  Trade  Agreement 

As  a  means  of  aiding  implementation  of  the  North  American  Free  Trade 
Agreement  (NAFTA),  the  Service's  FY  1995  request  includes  $10.85 
million  to  develop  adequate  protection  and  conservation  measures  for  fish 
and  wildlife  resources  and  their  habitat.  Through  cooperative  natural 
resource  training  and  management  programs  with  Mexico  and  focused 
management  efforts  in  the  U.S.,  the  Service  proposes  to: 

o  (1)  prevent  and  mitigate  potential  impacts  to  endangered,  threatened, 
and  candidate  species,  and  to  assess  changes  in  environmental  quality 
and  contaminant  effects  on  trust  resources  (+$11  million); 

o  (2)  expand  cooperation  of  neotropical  migrant  conservation  efforts  and 
increase  law  enforcement  in  support  of  the  Convention  on 
International  Trade  in  Endangered  Species  of  Wild  Fauna  and  Flora 
(CITES)  (+$5.39  million);  and 

o  (3)  improve  management  of  border  fishery  and  aquatic  resources 
(+$1.35  million).  To  protect  shared  border  resources  and  develop 
Mexican  expertise  on  fish  and  wildlife  conservation,  the  Service  will 
use  $2.3  million  of  the  $10.85  million  for  training  and  conservation 
projects  in  Mexico. 

South  Florida 

In  recognition  of  the  importance  of  the  South  Florida  ecosystem,  one  of  the 
highest  priorities  for  the  Department,  the  Service  is  requesting  an  increase 
of  $2.85  million  to  fund  restoration  activities.   Activities  will  include: 
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o  (1)  an  increase  in  consultation  and  recovery  activities,  establishment 
of  an  Everglades  Bay/Estuary  program,  and  .ention  of  the 
introduction  of  waterborne  contaminants  (  +  $1.99        ion); 

o         (2)  habitat  restoration  on  refuge  lands  (  +  $0.61  million);  and 

o  (3)  determination  of  fishery  stock  status  to  pr  ent  overharvest 
(  +  $0.25  million). 

Administrative  Streamlining 

Administrate  initiatives  for  strer  — lining  and  positior  'eductions  were 
initiated  with  the  formulation  of  tl  ^Y  1994  budget,  a.  FY  1995  is  the 
second  year  implementing  the  streamlining  initiative,  ihe  1995  budget 
includes  a  reduction  of  $9.7  million  and  222  FTE.  Reductions  in 
operational  programs  will  be  implemented  through  a  combination  of  changes 
including  consolidate  and  collocation  of  field  stations,  wherever  possible; 
elimination  of  duplicate  administrative  support  activities;  streamlining  the 
engineering  function,  and  Departmental  consolidation  of  human  resource 
functions. 

Endangered  Species 

The  Service  is  requesting  an  increase  of  $9.01  million  for  the  conservation 
of  endangered  species,  in  addition  to  the  increases  requested  as  part  of  the 
Forest  Plan  (  +  $11.25),  South  Florida  (+$0.69),  and  NAFTA  (  +  $2.98) 
initiatives.  Within  this  increase,  $2.88  million  will  b*  used  to  address 
consultation  workload  needs  associated  with  more  th  900  listed  U.S. 
species  by  the  end  of  FY  1994,  and  settlement  of  a  nationwide  lawsuit  (Fund 
for  Animals  vs.  Lujan)  requiring  the  review  of  an  addition?  150  species  for  possible 
listing  by  FY  1996.  Also  included  is  an  increase  of  $1.0  lllion  to  respond  to  the 
increasing  C  ~ES  permits  workload  and  to  allow  the  Service  to  meet  the  growing  demand 
for  eagle  parts  for  Native  American  religious  purposes.  Finally,  an  increase  of  $5.13 
million  is  requested  to  accelerate  recovery  planning  efforts,  and  to  utilize  a  multi-species 
or  ecosystem  approach  wherever  possible.  The  Service  also  proposes  an  increase  of 
$1.57  million  for  grants  to  states  under  the  Cooperative  Endangered  Species  Conservation 
Fund. 

The  FY  1995  budget  includes  $29  million  to  acquire  over  9,900  acres  in 
support  of  Habitat  Conservation  Plans  for  the  protection  of  threatened  and 
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endangered  species.  This  effort  in  support  of  local  communities' 
conservation  efforts  reinforces  our  commitment  to  provide  assistance  to  local 
and  private  entities  who  are  working  towards  the  protection  of  biodiversity 
while  allowing  economic  development  to  continue. 

Refuge  Operations  and  Maintenance 

In  addition  to  requested  increases  for  the  South  Florida  (  +  $0.55  million) 
and  NAFTA  (  +  $3.0  million)  initiatives,  the  Service  is  requesting  increases 
totaling  $4.38  million  for  Refuge  operations  and  maintenance.  Specifically, 
an  increase  of  $3.88  million  will  be  used  to  initiate  ecosystem-based  plans 
at  approximately  15  refuges,  and  to  enhance  resource  programs  at  individual 
field  stations  using  an  ecosystem  based  approach  to  resource  management. 
The  Service  will  begin  a  shift  from  localized,  independent  area  or  species 
management  to  a  broader  based  ecosystem  approach,  while  still  fulfilling 
mandated  responsibilities.  Comprehensive  planning  will  be  coordinated 
closely  with  the  planning  efforts  of  other  Federal,  State,  and  private  land 
management  entities  and  will  include  extensive  public  involvement. 
Additional  funding  of  $0.5  million  is  requested  for  refuge  maintenance,  to 
help  reduce  the  existing  backlog  of  maintenance  projects. 

Fisheries 

In  FY  1995,  the  Service's  Fisheries  program  will  continue  to  increase  its 
emphasis  on  restoration  and  conservation  of  self-sustaining  wild  fish 
populations,  and  preservation  of  biological  diversity.  With  the  requested 
increase  of  $0.41  million  for  Fisheries  Stewardship,  the  Service  will  focus 
on  habitat  restoration,  hatchery  product  evaluation,  genetics  and  resource 
management.  The  Interjurisdictional  Rivers  increase  request  of  $0.41 
million  will  be  used  for  cooperative  efforts  to  improve  fishery  resources  of 
the  Missouri,  Lower  Mississippi  and  Yukon  Rivers  through  technical 
assistance,  program  coordination  and  logistical  support. 

Wetlands 

The  Service's  1995  Budget  request  includes  $168.2  million  for  the 
acquisition,  restoration  and  conservation  of  wetlands  resources.  This 
includes  the  following  increases:  +$1.9  million  for  wetlands  conservation 
through  the  North  American  Wetlands  Conservation  Fund;  +$2.0  million 
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for  the  Trust  Species  Habitat  program  to  restore  wetlands  using  partnerships; 
+  $2.1  million  for  technical  assistance  through  the  Trust  Species  Habitat 
program;  and  +$1.0  million  for  an  enhanced  Bay/Estuary  program. 

Other  Highlights 

Habitat  Conservation;  The  increase  request  of  $0.45  million  will  allow  the 
Service  to  increase  technical  assistance  to  developers  planning  new 
hydropower  projects  and  operating  existing  projects;  a  25%  increase  in  the 
number  of  new  projects  is  anticipated  for  1995. 

Environmental  Contaminants:  An  increase  request  of  $0.43  million  will 
establish  restoration  capability  and  xpertise  n  the  Service  to  support 
damage  assessment  and  restoration  activities  in  the  field. 

Junior  Duck  Stamp:  The  Service  has  proposed  modifications  to  authorizing 
language  introduced  in  the  House  of  Representatives  on  November  22,  1993, 
and  has  included  appropriations  language  to  allow  the  Service  to  collect 
receipts  from  the  sale  and  license  of  Junior  Duck  Stamps  and  Junior  Duck 
Stamp  reproductions.  Receipts  will  be  used  to  promote  wildlife  conservation 
and  education  through  Junior  Duck  Stamp  scholarships  and  awards.  No 
Federal  administrative  expenses  will  be  deducted  from  this  program,  but  will 
be      funded      through      the      Resource      Management      appropriation. 

Law  Enforcement:    L.  support  of  the  Migrate-/  Bird  Treaty  Act,  funding 
is  requested  to  increase  investigations  and  mc.toring  of  mining 
operations  to  ensure  that  the  required  exclusionary  devices  are  used  on 
leach  ponds  (  +  $0.14  million).    The  Service  will  reduce  its  Pacific  Rim 
law  enforceme-   efforts,  for  both  the  Forensics  Laboratory  (-$0.05 
million)  and  the  inspection  program  (-$0,145  million).    Inspection 
services  at  the  port  of  Philadelphia  will  be  discontinued  (-$0.1  million). 
An  additional  decrease  of  $0.24  million  will  result  in  curtailment  of  some 
law  enforcement  operations  including  investigations,  travel  and  training. 

Migratory  Bird  Management:  In  addition  to  improving  the  harvest  data 
collection  system,  the  Harvest  Information  Program  will  permit  harvest 
estimates  of  non- waterfowl  species  of  migratory  game  birds,  such  as  doves 
and  woodcock,  for  the  first  time  (  +  $0.21  million).  Accurate  harvest 
information  is  critical  to  assure  good  conservation  decisions,  including 
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hunting  regulations,  for  this  resource.  Support  will  be  increased  with  $0.07 
million  for  the  International  Tracking  System,  which  tracks  habitat 
conservation  and  technical  assistance  accomplishments  for  the  North 
American     Waterfowl      Management     Plan      and      other      programs. 

In  response  to  lower  production  needs  and  the  increased  emphasis  on 
restoration  and  evaluation  activities,  the  Service  will  reduce  operations  of 
facilities  for  production  programs  along  the  Atlantic  coast  and  for 
Inland/Great  Lakes  programs  (-$0.31  million).  The  Service  will  continue 
the  winter  run  chinook  propagation  program  at  Coleman  National  Fish 
Hatchery  with  information  that  is  currently  available  (-$0.25  million),  and 
will  continue  only  the  highest  priority  recreational  fisheries  projects 
(-$0.11  million). 

Natural  Resource  Damage  Assessment  and  Restoration:  Included  in  the 
Service's  FY  1995  budget  is  an  increase  of  $1.04  million  to  be  used  by  the 
Department,  including  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  to  enhance  existing 
capabilities  essential  to  conducting  and  coordinating  damage  assessments 
nationwide,   and  to  enhance  the  damage  assessment  litigation  process. 


Land  Acquisition:  The  FY  1995  budget  request  includes  $86.2  million  for 
Land  Acquisition  to  acquire  151,400  acres  for  the  protection  of  fish  and 
wildlife  and  their  habitats.  This  request  includes  an  increase  of  $2.0  million 
which  will  allow  the  Service  to  address  exchanges  of  public  lands  for  private 
lands,     which    is    a    useful    and    cost-effective    acquisition    method. 

Payments  to  Counties:  The  Service  is  requesting  $13.75  million  in 
appropriations  in  1995  for  payments  to  counties  in  lieu  of  taxes  in  the 
National  Wildlife  Refuge  Fund.  This  is  an  increase  of  $1.75  million  over 
the  1994  enacted  level.  The  increased  funding  will  permit  the  Service  to 
increase  the  level  of  payments  based  on  the  appraised  value  of  Service  lands. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  concludes  my  prepared  statement. 
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Summer  Hires  in  Alaska 


Insert  59a 


The  Alaska  region  of  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  has  made  95  temporary 
appointments  for  the  1994  summer  work  season. 

Of  these,  47  identify  themselves  as  being  residents  of  the  following  Alaskan 
communities: 


Anchorage 

Bethel 

Kenai 

Kodiak 

Homer 

Wales 

Cooper  Landing 


Sitka 

Fairbanks 

Tooksook  Bay 

Chevak 

Selawik 

Delta  Junction 

Girdwood 


Northway 

Tuluksak 

Mountain  Village 

Bettles 

Kasilof 

Tatitlek 

Tok 


Of  the  temporary  or  seasonal  employees  hired  for  summer  work,  30  show 
they  have  relatives  who  are  employed  by  the  Federal  government  in  the 
following  agencies: 


Department  of  the  Interior 
U.S.  Postal  Service 
Department  of  Transportation 
Department  of  Justice 
National  Institute  of  Health 
Veterans  Administration 


Department  of  Defense 
Alaska  National  Guard 
Department  of  Agriculture 
Resolution  Trust 
Library  of  Congress 
Department  of  Health  and 
Human  Services 
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Question:  Are  you  currently  requiring  that  species  be  documented  to  be  on  the  premises 
before  the  take  provision  applies  to  a  landowner? 

Answer:  The  Service  is  directed  by  the  ESA,  regulations,  and  policies  to  use  the  best 
scientific  and  commercial  information  available  to  render  its  decisions.  Specific  survey  data 
information  or  the  best  scientific  or  commercial  data  available  may  indicate  that  the  species 
should  occupy  the  habitat  in  question,  although  the  Service  may  not  have  documented  actual 
occurrences  through  recent  onsite  surveys.  The  Service  applies  the  take  provision  of  section  9 
of  the  ESA  to  landowners  when  harm  or  harassment  to  the  species  can  be  demonstrated.  Harm 
in  the  definition  of  "take"  means  an  act  which  actually  kills  or  injures  wildlife.  Such  act  may 
include  significant  habitat  modification  or  degradation  where  it  actually  kills  or  injures  wildlife 
by  significantly  impairing  essential  behavioral  patterns,  including  breeding,  feeding  or 
sheltering.  Harass  in  the  definition  of  "take"  in  the  ESA  means  an  intentional  or  negligent  act 
or  omission  which  creates  the  likelihood  of  injury  to  wildlife  by  annoying  it  to  such  an  extent 
as  to  significantly  disrupt  normal  behavioral  patterns  which  include,  but  are  not  limited  to , 
breeding,  feeding,  or  sheltering. 
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INSERT  82a 


Revenue  Sharing  Payments  to  Northeastern 

North  Carolina  Counties 

Fiscal  Year  1992  Compared  to  Fiscal  Year  1993 


FY  1992 

FY  1993 

Difference 

Alligator  River  NWR 

Dare  County 
Hyde  County 

291,718 
22,386 

'  99,365 
7,751 

192,353 
14,635 

Cedar  Island  NWR 

Cartaret  County 

11,329 

8,469 

2,860 

Currituck  NWR 

Currituck  County 

23,498 

22,410 

1,088 

Mackay  Island  NWR 

Currituck  County 

15,520 

14,983 

537 

Mattamuskeet  NWR 

Hyde  County 

40,418 

29,520 

10,898 

Swanquarter  NWR 

Hyde  County 

10,050 

9,585 

465 

Pea  Island  NWR 

Dare  County 

70,425 

67,165 

3,260 

Pocosin  Lakes  NWR 

Hyde  County 
Washington  County 
Tyrrell  County 

34,754 
18,236 
53,699 

21,107 
11,693 
32,365 

13,647 

6,543 

21,334 
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Revenue  Sharing  Summary  for  Carteret,  Currituck,  Dare, 
Hyde,  Tyrrell,  and  Washington  Counties,  North  Carolina 


Alligator  River  NWR 


Acreage 

Appraised  Value 

Price  Per  Acre 

FY-93 

Dare  Co. 

135,523 

$17,013,134 

$    125.54 

Hyde  Co. 

13,272 

1,327,200 

100.00 

Prior  Year 

Dare  Co. 

135,493 

$47,635,791 

$   351.57 

Hyde  Co. 

13,272 

3,655,400 

275.42 

(No  appraised 

value  ever  completed) 

TOTAL  ACRES  FOR  ALLIGATOR  RIVER  NWR:    148,795 


Cedar  Island  NWR 

FY-93 
Carteret  Co. 

14,482 

$  1,450,000 

$    100.12 

Prior  Year 

Carteret  Co.                14,482 

(Previous  appraisal  dated  1982) 

$  1,850,000 

$    127.74 

TOTAL  ACRES  FOR  CEDAR  ISLAND  NWR:    14,482 

Currituck  NWR 


FY-93 

QirrituckCo.  1,820  ***  *** 

Prior  Year 

QirrituckCo.  1,820  $3,837,000  $2,108.29 

(No  appraised  value  ever  completed) 

TOTAL  ACRES  FOR  CURRITUCK  NWR:    1,820 
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Mackay  Island  NWR 

Acreage  Appraised  Value  Price  Per  Acre 

FY-93 

Currituck  Co.  6,308  $2,565,309  $   406.65 

Prior  Year 

Currituck  Co.  6,236  $  2,534,309  $   406.37 

(Previous  appraisal  dated  1986) 

TOTAL  ACRES  FOR  MACKAY  ISLAND  NWR:    6,308 


Mattamuskeet  NWR 

FY-93 

Hyde  Co.  50,177  $5,054,394  $    100.73 

Prior  Year 

Hyde  Co.  50,177  $6,600,000  $    131.53 

(Previous  appraisal  dated  May  1988) 

♦TOTAL  ACRES  FOR  MATTAMUSKEET  NWR:     50,177 


Swanquarter  NWR 

FY-93 

Hyde  Co.  16,411  $1,640,000  $     99.93 

Prior  Year 

Hyde  Co.  16,411  $1,080,000  $     65.81 

(Previous  appraisal  dated  June  1990) 

TOTAL  ACRES  FOR  SWANQUARTER  NWR:     16,41 1 


Pea  Island  NWR 

FY-93 

Dare  Co. 

5,823 

(Unapproved) 

Prior  Year 

Dare  Co. 

5,823 

$11,500,000 

(Previous  appraisal  dated  1985) 

♦♦TOTAL  ACRES  FOR  PEA  ISLAND  NWR:    5,823 

$1,974.93 
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Pocosin  Lakes  NWR 


Acreage 

Appraised  Value 

Price  Per  Acre 

FY-93 

Hyde  Co. 

34,271 

$  3,515,941 

$    102.59 

Washington  Co. 

18,088 

2,002,126 

110.69 

Tyrrell  Co. 

55,415 

4,719,432 

85.17 

Prior  Year 

Hyde  Co. 

34,271 

$  5,577,050 

$    162.73 

Washington  Co. 

18,088 

2,977,800 

164.63 

Tyrrell  Co. 

55,359 

8,768,650 

158.40 

(No  appraised  value  ever  completed/refuge  is  less  than  five  years  old) 
TOTAL  ACRES  FOR  POCOSIN  LAKES  NWR:    107,774 


Charles  J.  Moody  III,  MAI  of  Realty  Services  of  Eastern  Carolina,  Inc.,  New  Bern,  North 
Carolina,  appraised  Alligator  River,  Currituck,  Mattamuskeet,  Swanquarter,  Pea  Island,  and 
Pocosin  Lakes  National  Wildlife  Refuges  in  1993. 


Mr.  Moody  appraised  Mattamuskeet  NWR  at  $3,035,000.  The  Service  did  not  approve 
this  appraisal,  but  came  up  with  its  own  estimate  of  fair  market  value  at  $5,054,394, 
including  $456,894  worth  of  timber  products  not  included  in  the  Moody  appraisal. 

The  appraisal  for  Pea  Island  NWR  was  submitted  but  has  not  been  approved  by  the 
Service  pending  clarification  of  the  appraiser's  estimate  of  value. 

The  appraisal  for  Currituck  NWR  was  submitted  but  has  not  been  approved  by  the 
Service  pending  clarification  of  the  appraiser's  estimate  of  value. 


All  lands  are  located  in  Congressional  District  3  of  Congressman  Martin  Lancaster. 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 
BUDGET  REQUEST  HISTORY  (FUNDING)  -  QUESTION  4a 


(thousands  of  dollirsi 

FY  1995 

vEAUS  ACCOUNTS/ 

.  IVITIESSLB  ACTIVITIES 

Request  lo 
Department 

Request  lo 
OMB 

Request  lo 
Congress 

U.  S.  FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  SERVICE 
Resource  Management 


Ecological  Services 
Endangered  Species 
Prelisting 

Listing 

Consultation 
Permits 
Recovery 

Subtotal.  Endangered  species 

Habitat  Conservation 

Environmental  Contaminants..  . 
National  Wetlands  Inventory 

Subtotal.  Ecologies'  Services 

Rehjgesand  Wildlife 

*hjge  Operations  and  Maintenan 

jw  Enforcement  Operations 

Migtatory  Bird  Management 


Subtotal.  Refuges  and  Wildlife.. 


Fisheries 
Hatchery  Operations  and  Maintenance. 
Lower  Snake  River  Compensation  Fund.. 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Management 


8.315 

6.310 

4.610 

9.407 

9,009 

8.142 

19.735 

19.226 

19.989 

4.593 

3.593 

3.562 

42,061 

37,425 

45.108 

84.111 

75.563 

81.411 

55.223 

43.259 

58.488 

18.748 

10.194 

10.194 

0 

0 

7.837 

198.400 
35,904 
22378 


256,882 


Subtotal,  Fisheries 


172.866 
35.257 
15.879 


170.384 
35,612 
15,617 


44.358 

37381 

38.609 

11.799 

0 

11.732 

24.624 

17.867 

17.635 

General  Administration 

Central  Office  Administration 

Regional  Office  Administration 

Servicewide  Administrabve  Support. 
National  Fish  &l  Wildlife  Foundation  . 


Subtotal.  Ge 


al  Adn 


19.897 

15.897 

14,658 

25541 

26333 

20382 

52.777 

52.856 

58504 

82-390  0-94 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 
HUDGET  REQUEST  HISTORY  (FUNDING)  -  QUESTION  4a 


IEAUS/ACCOUNTS/ 
.TIVTTIES  SUB  ACTIVITIES 


l"95  Tay  raise  (2?. ) 
Health  bcnehts/FERSco-ts 
l«95  Administrative/FTE  rcduc 

Total,  Resource  Managemer 


Request  lo 
Department 


Rcquesl  10 
OMB 


4.000 
18,080 
-11,000 


Rcques.  lo 


Resource  Damage  As 


nl  and  Restoration  Fund 


Damage  Assessments 

Program  Management    

I  "95  Administrative/ FTEreductic 


Total,  Natural  Resource  Damage  A'"-ssmcnt  Fund.. 
Construction 


6.162 
1.590 


-inc  Item 
Construction  and  Rehabilitanon 

Refuges 

Hatcheries 

Dam  &  Bridge  Safety 


Subtotal.  Line  Item  Construction  and  Rehabilitation 


Construction  Management 

Emergency  Projects 

1995  Adrrunistrahve/FTE  reductions  . 


15.416 

33,818 

26,000 

4,663 

0 

0 

6.634 

5,407 

5,407 

26,713 

39,225 

31,407 

6,525 

6.213 

4,068 

0 

0 

0 

•1,090 

[-2.1001 

Subtotal.  Construction  and  Rehabilitation 


Striped  Bass  Study 

Anadnomous  Fish  Grants.. 


Supplemental  Transfer  (n 
Total,  Construction... 


National  Wildlife  Refuge  Fund 


Payments  to  Counties,  Current.. 


Acquisition  Management,. 

Heral  Refuges 

ioldings/ Emergencies... 


Land  Acquisition 


9,154 

10,000 

11.700 

30,150 

38,404 

67,462 

2.000 

2,000 

2,000 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 
!SL  DGET  REQUEST  HISTORY  (FUNDING)  -  QUESTION  43 


Uhousanda  of  dollars) 

FY  1995 

EAUS/ACCOUNTS/ 

.  IVrrlES/SLBACTIVITIES 

Request  lo 
Department 

Request  to 
OMB 

Request  lo 
Congress 

National  FiW  Foundation  Grants 
1995  Administrative.-  FTE  rcductu 


Total,  Land  Acquisition 

North  American  Wetlands  Conservation  Fund 


Habitat  Manage 
Administration 


Total,  North  American  Wetlands  Conservation  Fund.. 
Rewards  and  Operation 


ation  Protects 
Administration 


Total,  Rewards  and  Operations 

Cooperative  Endangered  Species  Conservation  Fund 


ts  to  States .. 
runistration 


Total,  Cooperative  Endangered  Species  Conservation  Fund 

Wildlife  Conservation  and  Appreciation  Fund 

Wildlife  Conservation  and  Appreciation  Fund 

Total,  Wildlife  Conservation  and  Appreciation  Fund ,    , 


j.000 
-277 


13,957  13,957 


10.171  10,171  10,071 

400  400  500 


10371  10.571 


743,718  643.900  710392 
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STATEMENT  OF  F.  EUGENE  HESTER,  DEPUTY  DIRECTOR, 

NATIONAL  BIOLOGICAL  SURVEY,  BEFORE  THE  HOUSE  MERCHANT  MARINE 

AND  FISHERIES  SUBCOMMITTEES  ON 

ENVIRONMENTAL  AND  NATURAL  RESOURCES  AND 

FISHERIES  MANAGEMENT 


April  12,  1994 

Chairman  Studds,  I  am  pleased  to  have  the  opportunity  to 
appear  before  you  today  and  present  the  National  Biological 
Survey's  Fiscal  Year  1995  budget  request  to  Congress. 

I  know  I  speak  for  Secretary  Babbitt  in  thanking  the  Chairman 
and  the  Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries  Committee  for  the  leadership 
they  have  shown  in  making  the  National  Biological  Survey  a  reality. 
I  want  to  reiterate  our  gratitude  for  that. 

Much  has  happened  since  Secretary  Babbitt  came  before  this 
Committee  last  July.  We've  made  great  progress  in  getting  our  new 
bureau  up  and  running. 

As  you  know,  Secretary  Babbitt  asked  me  to  assume  the  Deputy 
Directorship  of  the  NBS  last  year.  It  is  a  great  honor  for  me  as 
a  career  employee  and  a  scientist  at  Interior.  It  is  also  a 
gratifying  opportunity  to  see  this-  long  overdue  melding  of  the 
Department's  biological  research  capabilities.  I  am  fortunate  to 
have  served  as  director  of  research  for  both  the  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  and  the  National  Park  Service.  Secretary  Babbitt's  vision 
in  combining  the  separate  bureau  programs  for  biological  research 
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has  given  the  Department  -  for  the  first  time  in  its  history  -  an 
independent,  biological  science  organization  to  provide  the 
framework  for  resource  management  decisions.  A  priority  goal  of 
the  NBS  is  to  serve  the  biological  information  needs  of  the 
Interior  bureaus  that  transferred  programs  to  it .  We  also  intend 
to  provide  leadership  for  a  broader  national  biological 
partnership . 

NBS  is  non-regulatory,  non-advocacy,  and  non-managerial .  It  is 
truly  our  intent  that  the  NBS  will  be  a  first  class  scientific 
organization,  which  provides  high  quality  research  support  to 
Interior  bureaus.  We  will  also  be  fulfilling  a  second  mission  as  a 
biological  data  facilitator,  integrator  and  manager  for  the  various 
users  of  such  data  at  all  levels  of  government  and  in  universities 
and  private  organizations.  We  are  confident  that  this  information 
will  be  equally  valuable  to  developers.  The  results  of  NBS 
research,  inventory,  monitoring,  and  technology  transfer  activities 
will  be  available  to  all  interested  parties  and  should  aid 
significantly  in  resolving  natural  resource  issues  before  they 
become  intractable. 

In  October,  the  National  Research  Council  released  its  report, 
A  Biological  Survey  for  the  Nation.  I  hope  that  the  members  of 
this  Committee  have  had  an  opportunity  to  read  this  report.  In  it, 
the  National  Research  Council  recognized  and  supported  the  need  for 
an  integrated  biological  science  capability  to  meet  management 
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needs  of  Interior  bureaus.  They  also  suggested  that  NBS  take  the 
lead  for  a  nationwide  partnership  for  biological  science  and 
information.  As  I  am  sure  this  Committee  is  aware,  other  Federal 
agencies,  Tribes,  non-governmental  organizations  and  the  states 
have  a  tremendous  amount  of  valuable  biological  information.  This 
information  is  found  in  museums,  heritage  programs,  and  game  and 
fish  departments.  Many  states  have  their  own  biological  surveys. 
Several  states  have  taken  steps  to  develop  sophisticated 
information  systems  and  others  have  not  had  the  capability  to 
integrate  this  type  of  data  efficiently  within  their  own  borders. 
A  Biological  Survey  for  the  Nation  recommended  that  NBS  initiate  a 
dialogue  with  the  states  and  other  partners  so  that  we  may  help 
improve  the  status  of  biological  research  in  partnership  with  them. 

Secretary  Babbitt  has  provided  each  Governor  with  a  copy  of 
the  National  Research  Council's  report  and  requested  their  input. 
He  has  received  many  replies,  all  of  which  are  positive,  with 
suggestions  for  partnership  opportunities.  I  have  met  with  ten 
directors  of  state  biological  surveys,  the  nation's  fish  and  game 
directors,  and  officials  from  a  number  of  top  museums  across  the 
country.  We  are  actively  pursuing  these  partnership  agreements. 
These  activities  are  manifesting  themselves  in  a  wide  range  of 
projects:  a  collaboration  with  the  California  Resources  Agency  to 
work  on  an  environmental  resources  evaluation  system,-  a  Memorandum 
of  Understanding  to  work  cooperatively  with  The  Nature  Conservancy,- 
establishing  a  collaborative  process  to  work  with  the  museum 
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community;  chairing  an  ecosystem  science  group  providing  the  basis 
for  decisionmaking  in  South  Florida,  and,  in  concert  with  Ducks 
Unlimited  and  the  timber  industry,  focusing  on  restoration 
strategies  to  restore  Southern  forested  wetlands. 

I  know  this  Committee  is  interested  in  the  transfer  of 
personnel,  funding  and  programs  from  seven  Interior  bureaus  to  the 
NBS.  As  you  know,  the  NBS  became  operational  in  November.  Most  of 
the  fiscal  and  personnel  transfers  from  other  bureaus  have  been 
completed,  though  in  a  few  cases,  transfers  of  balances  and  details 
at  the  local  level  are  still  being  processed.  Over  1,800  employees 
have  transferred  from  Interior  bureaus  to  the  NBS.  I  am  proud  that 
not  one  employee  lost  a  paycheck  or  was  required  to  move  as  a 
result  of  this  consolidation.  In  addition,  we  continued  projects 
which  had  been  previously  planned  for  this  fiscal  year  to  assure  a 
smooth  transition.  These  include  broad  areas  of  research  on  fish, 
contaminants,  nonindigenous  species,  endangered  species  and 
waterfowl  populations. 

NBS  researchers  are  active  in  examining  the  effects  of  dams 
and  harvest  on  anadromous  fishes.  Scientists  are  conducting 
research  which  will  be  vital  for  management  agencies  to  maintain 
salmon  populations  in  Alaska  and  the  northwest,  as  well  as  to 
restore  the  populations  of  other  anadromous  fish  in  the  northeast. 

Declining  waterfowl  populations  have  been  of  concern  to 
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managers  across  the  country  for  the  last  decade.  NBS  researchers 
are  looking  at  productivity  factors,  such  as  the  effects  of 
predators  on  waterfowl  wintering  and  breeding  grounds.  Our  work 
has  emphasized  methods  of  improving  habitat  quality,  and  mitigating 
the  effects  of  pollution,  or  better  managing  refuges,  to  improve 
waterfowl  populations. 

Nomndigenous  species  are  also  a  priority  for  NBS  researchers. 
In  partnership  with  other  federal,  state  and  nongovernmental 
agencies,  NBS  scientists  are  examining  the  effects  of  sea  lampreys 
in  the  Great  Lakes,  brown  tree  snake  control  in  Guam,  biological 
agents  to  control  purple  loosestrife  and  other  noxious  weeds,  and 
the  biology  and  control  of  ruffe  in  Lake  Superior,  as  well  as  the 
effects  of  introduced  species  on  the  biota  of  Hawaii. 

NBS  scientists  conduct  research  on  endangered  species  in 
support  of  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service's  recovery  efforts.  NBS 
scientists  are  studying  the  black  footed  ferret,  Hawaiian  forest 
birds,  the  Puerto  Rican  parrot,  threatened  mussels  and  endangered 
cranes  to  provide  technical  and  scientific  assistance. 

In  addition,  NBS  funds  are  available  for  operation  of  the 
regional  offices  and  additional  funds  in  FY  1995  have  been 
requested  for  coordinating  inventory  and  monitoring  and  information 
transfer  activities.  NBS  has  signed  leases  for  office  space  in 
Seattle,  Washington  and  Lafayette,  Louisiana.   In  addition,  NBS 
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managers  are  examining  options  for  an  expanded  presence  in  Hawaii 
and  Alaska . 

Mr.  Chairman,  here  is  an  overview  of  NBS '  s  FY  1995  budget 
request.  The  request  totals  $176.8  million,  which  is  $9.6  million 
more  than  our  FY  1994  enacted  level,  or  a  5.7%  increase. 
Highlights  include  substantial  increases  for  research  on  ecosystems 
and  information  transfer  activities,  as  well  as  smaller  but  still 
significant  increases  for  the  inventory  and  monitoring  program  and 
Cooperative  Research  Units. 

For  Research  funding,  NBS  is  requesting  a  total  of  $86.2 
million  in  FY  1995,  which  is  nearly  half  of  our  total  budget.  We 
are  contributing  to  the  Department's  focus  on  key  ecosystems  in 
requesting  an  additional  $2  million  in  funding  for  the  Everglades 
and  other  habitats  of  south  Florida.  Our  scientists  will  work  with 
the  USGS  and  others  to  develop  hydrologic  models  and  alternatives 
for  restoration.  In  addition,  NBS  is  currently  co-chair  of  the 
Science  Subcommittee  of  the  South  Florida  Ecosystem  Restoration 
Task  Force.  The  task  of  this  subcommittee  is  to  "recommend  research 
and  a  process  for  coordinating  research  on  the  South  Florida 
ecosystem. " 

NBS  will  work  to  identify  regional  databases  and  models, 
coordinate  review  to  identify  gaps,  and  work  to  coordinate  ongoing 
modeling  and  research  in  this  complex  ecosystem.  This  initiative 
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was  undertaken  precisely  because,  in  spite  of  the  significant 
efforts  undertaken  to  date  to  understand  the  South  Florida 
ecosystem,  there  was  no  organized  effort  to  put  what  was  known 
together  in  a  coherent  whole.  Doing  so  -  creating  an  overall 
understanding  of  how  an  ecosystem  works  -  is  essential  to  ecosystem 
management . 

We  are  also  seeking  an  increase  of  $2.2  million  for  ecosystem 
research  in  the  Pacific  Northwest.  This  increase  will  be  used  for 
developing  models  of  watersheds  in  critical  ecosystems  in  the 
Northwest,  and  to  contribute  to  the  understanding  of  habitat  and 
resource  needs  of  a  variety  of  species. 

NBS  will  work  to  fill  important  gaps  in  our  understanding  of 
ecosystem  components,  structure  or  function.  Other  ecosystem 
projects  will  be  undertaken  in  partnership  with  states,  Tribal 
government,  other  federal  agencies,  universities,  museums,  private 
industry,  and  non-governmental  organizations. 

NBS  is  seeking  an  increase  of  $816,000  for  Tactical  Research. 
These  funds  will  be  used  for  short  term,  applied  research  projects 
at  the  local  level,  that  are  identified  by  specific  land  or 
resource  managers  as  necessary  to  make  immediate  decisions. 

Under  the  Inventory  and  Monitoring  activity,  NBS  has  proposed 
a  $500,000  increase  to  develop  better  linkages  among  inventory  and 
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monitoring  programs  of  different  agencies  or  organizations  with 
different  standards  and  objectives.  These  include  the  Gap  Analysis 
program,  which  inventories  and  maps  biodiversity  at  the  state 
level;  the  Breeding  Bird  Survey,  which  monitors  over  350  species 
throughout  North  America,-  the  Biomonitoring  of  Environmental  Status 
and  Trends,  or  BEST  program,  which  will  monitor  environmental 
contaminant  impacts  at  the  tissue,  organism,  population  and 
ecosystem  levels,-  and  similar  programs  found  in  other  agencies  such 
as  NOAA,  EPA,  and  the  Forest  Service,  as  well  as  the  State  Heritage 
network.  This  will  result  in  an  aggregation  of  data  into  one  set 
that  provides  a  more  complete  picture  of  the  biological  status  of 
a  given  area.  It  will  contribute  to  publication  of  NBS's  Status 
and  Trends  report,  which  will  be  a  comprehensive  review  of  the 
wealth  of  the  Nation's  biological  resources.  Creating  better 
biological  data  linkages  will  speed  development  of  a  credible, 
partnership-based  national  system  for  identifying  important  natural 
resource  trends  and  communicating  these  trends  to  decisionmakers. 
NBS's  inventory  and  monitoring  program  will  enable  us  to  better 
anticipate,  and  avoid,  environmental  "trainwrecks . " 

In  the  Information  Transfer  activity,  NBS  is  requesting  $2.5 
million  to  continue  developing  an  information  and  technology 
infrastructure.  This  is  the  distributed  electronic  data  network 
envisioned  by  the  National  Research  Council,  what  we  are  calling 
the  National  Biological  Information  Infrastructure,  or  NBII. 
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The  need  for  ready  access  to  biological  data  and  the  need  for 
NBS  leadership  for  such  an  activity  was  identified'  as  a  high 
priority  in  the  NRC  report  I  mentioned  earlier.  The  NBII  will 
allow  NBS  to  function  as  a  facilitator  to  put  together  an 
interactive  biological  information  system.  Most  of  the  existing 
biological  information  exists  outside  of  NBS  in  a  wide  range  of 
government,  university,  and  private  sources,  and  we  believe  that  it 
should  remain  there.  Our  goal  is  not  for  NBS  to  house  everyone 
else's  data  in  a  huge  computer  in  Washington.  Instead,  we  will 
identify,  organize,  and  integrate  data  so  that  everyone  has  access 
to  it  via  an  electronic  directory  and  network. 

This  increase  will  provide  the  personnel  and  other  resources 
necessary  to  work  with  the  NBII's  customers,  who  are  a  variety  of 
other  governmental  and  non-governmental  entities.  It  will  also 
allow  for  development  of  appropriate  standards  and  protocols  for 
the  information  available  through  NBII,  and  development  of 
procedures  for  access  to  the  various  databases.  We  will  be 
procuring  the  necessary  computer  equipment  and  support  to  establish 
biological  databases  at  several  NBS  locations  to  provide  access  and 
efficient  dissemination  of  NBS  biological  data. 

We  are  also  requesting  $723,000  for  information  transfer 
projects  that  will  support  multi-agency,  cross- jurisdictional, 
ecosystem-oriented  natural  resource  management  decisionmaking. 
Typically,  decisionmakers  do  not  have  access  to  all  relevant 
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biological  information  that  exists  about  a  given  area  or  ecosystem. 
The  purpose  of  these  projects  will  be  to  identify  and  increase 
access  to  existing  information  for  specific  ecosystems. 

As  I  mentioned  earlier,  states  are  key  components  of  the 
partnership  strategy.  They  are  important  collectors  and  managers 
of  biological  data,  and  in  many  cases,  serve  as  primary  links  to 
other  data  holders.  Therefore,  we  are  requesting  an  increase  of 
$750,000  to  work  with  the  states  to  develop  the  capability  at  the 
state  level  for  increased  access  to  existing  biological 
information . 

For  our  Cooperative  Research  Unit  program,  NBS  is  seeking  an 
additional  $921,000  in  FY  1995.  This  will  be  used  to  expand  our 
support  of  National  Park  Service  research  needs,  including  issues 
involving  endangered  species,  land  use  planning,  and  fire 
suppression  and  ecology. 

Finally,  I  want  to  touch  briefly  on  an  activity  that  is 
essential  for  the  NBS  to  effectively  perform  its  mission.  That 
subject  is  Facilities  Operations  and  Maintenance,  for  which  we  are 
asking  an  additional  $971,000  in  FY  1995.  We  are  fortunate  to  have 
been  provided  generous  funding  in  previous  years  to  build  some 
excellent  new  facilities;  in  particular,  I  am  referring  to  three 
new  facilities,  two  of  which  are  coming  on  line  in  FY  1994.  The 
Visitors  Center  is  scheduled  to  open  this  fall  at  the  Patuxent 
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Wildlife  Research  Center  in  Maryland,  and  Che  state-of -Che-art 
National  Fisheries  Research  Center  in  Seattle  will  be  completed  in 
FY  1994.  The  National  Wetlands  Research  Center  in  Lafayette, 
Louisiana  is  also  one  of  our  newest  facilities.  Operating  and 
maintaining  these  new  facilities  is  a  substantial  expense,  and  we 
are  seeking  this  increase  to  our  facilities  base  to  cover  these  new 
costs  . 

I  know  this  Committee  wants  to  make  sure  that  other  Interior 
bureaus  get  the  responsive  scientific  help  they  need,  and  that  they 
do  not  try  to  rebuild  their  own  in-house  biological  science 
capability.  Every  year,  NBS  will  solicit  the  biological  research 
priorities  of  other  Interior  bureaus.  We  will  also  facilitate  day- 
to-day  interaction  of  our  NBS  Centers  and  field  stations  with  the 
field  stations  of  other  bureaus.  Such  activities  as  the  Tactical 
Research  program  will  ensure  that  NBS  has  the  flexibility  to 
respond  to  managers'  needs.  We  will  work  hard  to  coordinate  with 
other  bureaus  which  transferred  programs  to  NBS  to  avoid 
duplication.  I  am  confident  the  NBS  can  and  will  addresses  the 
Department  of  the  Interior's  biological  research  priorities. 

The  excellent  people  and  programs  that  are  now  in  the  National 
Biological  Survey  are  alive  and  well,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  in  fact, 
prospering.  We  are  taking  this  considerable  talent  and  resources 
and  putting  it  to  the  best  possible  use  in  support  of  Interior 
managers  and  others  who  need  quality  biological  information.   We 
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have  a  tremendous  challenge  ahead  of  us  in  this  and  the  next  Fiscal 
Year  to  deploy  the  NBS's  programs  to  their  full  effectiveness  for 
our  partners . 

Thank  you  again  for  the  opportunity  to  be  here  today.   I  am 
happy  to  take  any  questions  that  the  Committee  may  have. 
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United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

NATIONAL  BIOLOGICAL  SURVEY 
Washington,  DC  20240 


JUL  I)    i994 


Mr.  Dan  Ashe 

Subcommittee  on  Environment  and 

Natural  Resources  StalT  Director 
546  Ford  House  Office  Building 
Washington,  D.C.    20515 

Dear  Mr.  Ashe: 

Enclosed  please  find  the  responses  to  the  additional  questions  on  the  National  Biological 
Survey  FY  1995  budget  from  the  Subcommittee  on  Environment  and  Natural  Resources  and 
the  Subcommittee  on  Fisheries  Management.    They  have  been  approved  through  the 
Department  and  the  Office  of  Management  and  Budget. 

If  you  have  any  further  questions  or  comments,  please  feel  free  to  call  me  or  Gwen  Williams, 
Acting  Director  of  Congressional  Affairs,  at  202-482-3048. 

Sincerely, 


F.  EugenV Hester 
Deputy  Director 


Enclosure 
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Follow-up  Questions  for  the  Record  from  Representative  Studds 

Data  Quality  Control/Assurance 

Question:  The  National  Biological  Survey  has  placed  a  major 
emphasis  on  increasing  access  to  information.  Some  people  are 
concerned  that  this  program  will  result  in  a  flood  of  data  of  poor 
or  uncertain  quality. 

(a)  What  safeguards  will  you  put  into  place  to  document 
sources  of  the  information,  and  to  encourage  uniform  data  quality 
and  reporting  standards? 

Answer:  A  critical  consideration  in  data  sharing  is  the 
documentation  of  standards  and  protocols  which  will  enable  the 
users  to  understand  what  they  are  getting.  NBS  will  work  with  data 
custodians  to  establish  standards  and  protocols  that  will  provide 
the  information  to  describe  the  accuracy,  scope  and  character  of 
each  data  set . 

(b)  What  are  the  biggest  obstacles  to  achieving  these 
standards? 

Answer:  There  are  many  data  sets  that  will  require  documentation 
of  their  data  quality.  The  biggest  obstacle  to  developing  this 
documentation  is  that  data  custodians  may  lack  the  resources  to 
carry  out  the  actions  required.  NBS  will  work  with  its  partners  to 
provide  standards  for  data  documentation,  software  to  extract 
automatically  documentation  elements  from  data  sets,  and  technical 
assistance  in  accomplishing  the  documentation. 

(c)  Does  the  FY  1995  budget  address  those  obstacles,  and  if 
so,  how? 

Answer:  Yes.  The  FY  1995  increase  is  directed  toward 
implementation  of  the  National  Biological  Information 
Infrastructure  (NBII)  Clearinghouse.  The  directory  step  of  the 
NBII  will  be  extended  to  a  Clearinghouse  so  that  users  will  be  able 
to  search  a  network  of  online  computers  to  find  sources  of 
biological  information,  and  access  descriptive  information 
(metadata)  about  the  data  sets  to  determine  if  data  is  meeting  the 
appropriate  needs .  The  user  can  then  contact  the  source  of  data  to 
determine  how  to  acquire  the  data. 

NBS,  working  with  partners  and  customers,  will  develop  standards  to 
ensure  that  data  bases  are  scientifically  credible.  After 
identifying  existing  standards  and  data  dictionaries,  any  gaps  in 
standards  would  be  addressed  by  a  group  of  subject  specific 
professionals.  Metadata,  descriptive  information  about  the  data 
set,  will  be  developed  by  NBS  using  existing  standards. 

For  initial  efforts  to  populate  the  Clearinghouse,  NBS  will  select 
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data  sets  from  the  directory  developed  in  FY  1994.  NBS  will 
populate  the  Clearinghouse  with  metadata,  working  with  partners  and 
customers.  The  metadata  will  describe  a  wide  range  of 
characteristics  and  properties  of  biological  data,  including  where 
data  are  located,  how  they  may  be  obtained,  who  is  the  data's 
custodian,  and  what  properties  of  the  biological  world  they 
describe . 


National  Performance  Review 

Question:  Your  National  Performance  Review  Objectives  include  the 
establishment  of  a  small  administrative  staff  compared  to  the 
bureaus  of  similar  size.  Can  you  tell  us  how  successful  you  have 
been  in  meeting  that  objective? 

Answer:  The  NBS  has  been  very  successful  in  establishing  a  small 
administrative  staff  compared  to  bureaus  of  similar  size  because  as 
NBS  was  being  planned  the  implementation  team  carefully 
incorporated  the  intent  of  known  NPR  initiatives  into  NBS '  s 
organizational  and  position  structures.  The  following  factors 
contributed  to  NBS's  success  in  establishing  a  small  administrative 
staff:  (1)  the  decision  to  have  only  four  ecoregions  in  NBS  with 
little  or  no  administrative  staffs,  (2)  the  utilization  of  the  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service  to  provide  administrative  support  to  NBS, 
especially  in  the  areas  of  personnel  and  finance,  and  (3)  the 
recruitment  of  administrative  personnel  with  broad  administrative 
backgrounds.  Administrative  support  to  the  four  NBS  ecoregions 
will  be  provided  by  the  headquarters  administrative  staff  in 
Washington,  D.C.  and/or  the  administrative  staffs  at  the  Centers. 
In  addition,  NBS  has  entered  into  a  partnership  arrangement  with 
the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  which  will  continue  to  provide 
administrative  support  to  NBS  at  least  through  1995.  At  that  time 
NBS  may  seek  bids  from  other  DOI  bureaus  and/or  other  agencies  and 
Departments  on  various  administrative  support  functions.  In 
recognition  of  the  DOI's  streamlining  plan  to  consolidate 
administrative  functions  and  the  NPR  objective  of  rightsizing  and 
delayering  the  Federal  workforce,  the  NBS  recruited  and  hired 
individuals  with  broad  administrative  backgrounds  who  are  capable 
of  functioning  in  several  administrative  areas.  This  approach  has 
given  NBS  the  flexibility  to  utilize  its  administrative  staff  to 
meet  customer  needs  in  a  more  efficient  and  timely  manner. 

Ecosystem  Research 

Question:  Your  budget  contains  $53  million  for  "ecosystem 
research" ,  that  encompasses  the  people  of  11  programs  that  were 
transferred  to  the  NBS  from  seven  agencies.  Can  you  tell  us  what, 
besides  the  name  of  the  budget  category,  has  changed  about  these 
programs? 

Answer:  A  substantial  element  of  the  mission  of  the  NBS  is  to 
conduct  research  necessary  to  provide  the  biological  information 
needed  to  conserve  and  manage  the  nation's  natural  resources. 
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Therefore,  the  NBS's  research  agenda  is  formed  by  the  research 
needs  of  its  client  agencies  for  whom  most  NBS  scientists  were 
working  previously,  and  by  the  needs  of  others  who  will  use  the 
information  gathered.  In  addition  to  meeting  the  current  needs  of 
client  agencies,  the  NBS  will  develop  new  research  programs  that 
are  more  proactive  and  aimed' at  preventing  future  problems.  The 
new  NBS  emphasis  on  ecosystem  dynamics  and  restoration  and  our 
focus  on  multispecies,  as  opposed  to  single  species  approaches, 
fall  in  this  category. 

Regulatory  Functions 

Question:  Are  any  of  the  funds  requested  for  the  NBS  for  FY  1995  to 
be  used  for  listing  of  endangered  species,  designation  of  critical 
habitat,  wetlands  delineation,  or  other  regulatory  activities? 
What  is  the  relationship  of  your  agency's  activities  to  those 
programs? 

Answer:  Since  NBS  is  nonmanagerial,  nonregulatory  and 
nonadvocacy,  the  funds  requested  by  NBS  for  FY  1995  will  not  be 
used  for  listing  endangered  species,  designating  critical  habitat, 
delineating  wetlands  or  for  any  other  regulatory  authority.  NBS 
has  no  authority  to  undertake  these  or  other  similar  regulatory 
authorities.  NBS  gathers,  analyzes,  and  disseminates  unbiased 
scientific  information,  which  is  and  will  continue  to  be  provided 
to  both  public  and  private  sector  decisionmakers.  NBS  seeks  to 
ensure  that  decisions  affecting  natural  resources  are  made  on  the 
basis  of  the  best  possible  scientific  information.  With  better 
information,  negative  impacts  can  be  anticipated  early  in  the 
development  process,  and  time  consuming  and  costly  delays  are 
avoided. 

Striped  Bass  Research 

Question.  The  striped  bass  research  budget  was  transferred  to  NBS 
in  FY  1994.  In  FY  1995,  NBS  proposes  to  eliminate  striped  bass 
research  completely.  Given  that  the  recovery  of  striped  bass  is 
still  incomplete,  is  it  wise  to  stop  research  that  would  support 
further  recovery  of  striped  bass?  Please  explain  you  agency's 
position. 

Answer.  The  NBS  proposed  in  the  FY  1995  Budget  to  terminate 
striped  bass  research  in  support  of  the  recovery  of  Chesapeake  Bay 
striped  bass  populations.  Although  not  fully  recovered,  Chesapeake 
Bay  populations  have  recovered  to  the  point  where  additional 
research  is  no  longer  required.  Population  Management  Models  are 
now  in  place  for  management  personnel  to  apply  in  making  decisions 
necessary  for  continued  management  of  striped  bass. 


78 


TESTIMONY  OF 

ROLLAND  A.  SCHMITTEN 

ASSISTANT  ADMINISTRATOR  FOR  FISHERIES 

NATIONAL  MARINE  FISHERIES  SERVICE 

NATIONAL  OCEANIC  AND  ATMOSPHERIC  ADMINISTRATION 

U.S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  COMMERCE 

BEFORE  THE 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  ENVIRONMENT  AND  NATURAL  RESOURCES  AND 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  FISHERIES  MANAGEMENT 

COMMITTEE  ON  MERCHANT  MARINE  AND  FISHERIES 

U.S.  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

APRIL  12,  1994 


Mr.  Chairmen  and  members  of  the  Subcommittees:   I  am  Rolland  A. 
Schmitten,  National  Oceanic  and  Atmospheric  Administration  (NOAA) 
Assistant  Administrator  for  Fisheries  and  Director  of  the 
National  Marine  Fisheries  Service  (NMFS) .   I  am  pleased  and 
honored  to  appear  before  you  today  in  support  of  the  FY  1995 
budget  request  for  NMFS . 

The  FY  1995  NMFS  budget  request  is  significantly  different  from 
the  budget  requests  of  the  past  thirteen  plus  years .   Working 
together  as  a  team,  the  Department  of  Commerce,  NOAA,  and  NMFS 
managers  and  scientists  have  formulated  a  budget  that  reflects 
the  Administration's  commitment  to  our  living  marine  resources 
and  their  essential  habitats.   For  the  first  time  in  well  over  a 
decade,  the  NMFS  budget  request  is  greater  than  the  current  year 
appropriation.   As  part  of  the  Administration's  commitment  to  the 
environment  and  sustainable  use  of  natural  resources,  the  FY  1995 
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budget  proposes  a  22  percent  increase  for  NMFS  programs  within 
the  Operations,  Research  and  Facilities  account.   Also  for  the 
first  time  in  over  a  decade,  funding  for  the  S-K  program  is 
included  as  part  of  the  President's  request.   These  are  two 
significant  departures  from  the  past  and  are  in  part  the  result 
of  this  Committee's  steadfast  support  of  NMFS  programs  over  the 
years.   For  that  the  agency  is  grateful,  and  I  look  forward  to  a 
new  era  of  cooperation  that  will  provide  maximum  sustainable 
economic  and  recreational  benefits  to  the  Nation  as  the  result  of 
proper  stewardship  of  the  Nation's  living  marine  resources. 

Before  I  highlight  the  details  of  our  FY  1995  budget  request,  let 
me  first  take  a  minute  to  describe  for  the  Committee  our  new 
budget  structure  which  is  based  on  the  NOAA  Strategic  Plan.   For 
the  first  time,  the  NOAA  budget  is  not  being  presented  along 
organizational  lines,  but  rather  in  the  mission-related  themes 
(or  portfolios)  of  Environmental  Stewardship  and  Environmental 
Assessment  and  Prediction.   These  two  portfolios,  along  with 
portfolios  for  Cross-Cutting  programs  and  Infrastructure,  link 
NOAA's  programs  directly  to  the  Nation's  need  to  build  and  ensure 
sustainable  development  and  economic  growth.   This  is  consistent 
with  the  way  the  Department  of  Commerce  has  organized  its  FY  1995 
budget  request .   NOAA  programs  are  included  in  two  of  the 
Department's  five  theme  (or  "basket")  areas:   Environmental 
Stewardship  and  Assessment  and  Civilian  Technology. 
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NMFS  activities  are  contained  within  NOAA's  Environmental 
Stewardship  portfolio  under  three  important  programs:   Build 
Sustainable  Fisheries,  Recover  Protected  Species,  and  promote 
Coastal  Ecosystem  Health,  as  well  as  under  the  Environmental 
Technology  program  (within  the  Cross-Cutting  portfolio) . 
Additional  support  for  NMFS  activities  also  is  contained  within 
the  Infrastructure  portfolio's  Fleet  Replacement  and 
Modernization  and  Facilities  and  Environmental  Compliance 
programs . 

Under  NOAA's  Strategic  Plan  and  the  new  budget  structure,  NMFS 
programs  form  the  majority  of  the  Environmental  Stewardship 
portfolio.   For  FY  1995,  NMFS  is  requesting  $216.8  million  under 
Build  Sustainable  Fisheries  (out  of  a  total  NOAA  request  of 
$258.8  million  for  this  program);  $49.6  million  under  Recover 
Protected  Species  (out  of  a  total  NOAA  request  of  $50.6  million 
for  this  program);  $18.5  million  under  Coastal  Ecosystem  Health 
(out  of  a  total  NOAA  request  of  $167.8  million  for  this  program); 
and  $5.4  million  for  Environmental  Technology  (out  of  a  total 
NOAA  request  of  $14.5  million  for  this  program) . 

Build  Sustainable  Fisheries 

The  Build  Sustainable  Fisheries  program  will  ensure  that  NMFS 
policies  and  fishery  management  planning  are  based  on  sufficient, 
reliable  scientific  information,  rather  than  a  system  in  which 
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controversy  and  confusion  drive  decision-making.   The  initiative 
will  allow  us  to  maintain  ongoing  operations  and  develop 
ambitious  fishery  management  plans  to  address  the  desperate 
situation  facing  many  of  the  Nation's  fisheries.   We  need  to 
address  and  resolve  problems  arising  from  fishery  access 
management  regimes,  overcapitalization,  overfishing,  and  a  host 
of  other  resource  management  issues.   We  will  continue  to  support 
and  work  with  our  partners  in  the  eight  Regional  Fishery 
Management  Councils,  the  Interstate  Fishery  Commissions,  and 
coastal  states  to  achieve  our  goal  of  building  and  maintaining 
sustainable  fisheries.   The  programmatic  elements  included  within 
Build  Sustainable  Fisheries  are:   assessing  the  status  of  fishery 
resources,  advancing  fishery  predictions,  managing  for  economic 
growth,  reducing  bycatch,  and  advancing  aquaculture.   Increases 
for  these  activities  total  $40.3  million  and  are  offset  by 
$18.2  million  in  proposed  decreases  for  lower  priority  programs, 
and  FTE  and  administrative  savings  and  decreases  in  the  NMFS- 
related  accounts  other  than  the  Operations,  Research  and 
Facilities  account. 

The  proposed  increases  will  provide  an  additional  $22.7  million 
for:   (1)  assessing  the  status  of  fishery  resources,  including 
completing  the  IT- 95  procurement  to  upgrade  the  NMFS  computer 
system  nationwide,  and  providing  conversion  and  operational 
funding;  (2)  providing  research  and  management  programs  for 
Atlantic  and  Gulf  of  Mexico  highly  migratory  pelagics;  (3) 
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enhancing  research  and  data  collection  activities  to  support 
existing  fishery  management  plans;  and  (4)  increasing  collection 
of  commercial  and  recreational  statistics.   An  increase  of 
$2.1  million  is  requested  to  advance  fishery  predictions;  and  an 
increase  of  $4.6  million  is  requested  to  meet  existing 
enforcement  requirements  under  the  Magnuson  Fishery  Conservation 
and  Management  Act,  Endangered  Species  Act  (ESA) ,  Marine  Mammal 
Protection  Act  (MMPA) ,  Lacey  Act  and  other  laws  and  regulations. 
In  addition,  an  increase  of  $9.7  million  is  requested  to  fully 
implement  existing  fishery  management  plans  (including  amendment 
5  to  the  New  England  groundfish  plan  and  amendment  4  to  the 
scallop  plan) ,  to  increase  support  to  the  Regional  Councils  and 
Interstate  Fishery  Commissions,  and  to  increase  funding  for  the 
Fishery  Reinvestment  Program  to  assist  the  fishing  industry 
during  periods  of  stock  rebuilding.   This  will  help  address  the 
short  term  economic  dislocations  that  could  be  associated  with 
fishing  disruptions  during  stock  rebuilding  efforts.   This 
increase  is  in  addition  to  the  $30  million  package  announced  last 
month  by  the  President  and  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  to  provide 
assistance  to  northeastern  fishermen  and  communities  in  FY  1994 . 

Recover  Protected  Species 

The  Recover  Protected  Species  program  continues  our  efforts  to 
improve  our  stewardship  of  protected  marine  species.   The  threats 
to  protected  species  are  serious  and  the  obstacles  to  fully 
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meeting  our  mandate  to  recover  protected  species  are  numerous. 
We  need  to  be  proactive  rather  than  reactive  in  our  response  to 
conflicts  between  these  species  and  the  users  of  other  marine 
resources.   To  fulfill  our  statutory  responsibilities  under  the 
ESA  and  MMPA,  NMFS  will  increase  efforts  to  assess  the  status  and 
trends  of  marine  mammal  populations,  reduce  interactions  between 
human  activities  and  protected  species,  and  develop  and  implement 
conservation  and  recovery  plans.   Our  goal  is  to  devise  a 
strategy  and  approach  that  will  reduce  the  need  to  list  species 
as  depleted,  threatened,  or  endangered. 

For  FY  1995  an  increase  of  $2.0  million  is  requested  to  address 
critical  marine  mammal/fishery  interactions;  $6.6  million  is 
requested  to  assess  the  status  of  marine  mammal  populations  and 
to  determine  population  trends,-  $8.8  million  is  requested  to 
develop  and  implement  recovery  plans  for  endangered  species,  of 
which  $4  million  is  for  the  recovery  of  salmon  and  ecosystem 
management  in  the  Pacific  Northwest.   To  help  prevent  further 
listings  of  species  under  the  MMPA  and  ESA,  $2.2  million  is 
requested  to  begin  a  proactive  program  to  act  before  population 
declines  necessitate  listing  a  species  as  depleted,  threatened, 
or  endangered.   These  increases  are  offset  by  $0.4  million  in 
proposed  savings  by  reducing  FTE  and  administrative  costs  and 
support  for  the  Beluga  Whale  Committee. 
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Healthy  Coastal  Ecosystem 

Within  the  Healthy  Coastal  Ecosystem  program,  NMFS  is  requesting 
an  increase  for  habitat  conservation  efforts.   A  healthy  coastal 
ecosystem  requires  ensuring  that  economic  development  in  coastal 
areas  of  the  United  States  is  managed  in  ways  that  maintain 
biodiversity  and  the  long-term  productivity  of  living  marine 
resources.   For  FY  1995,  $1.3  million  is  requested  to  increase 
and  improve  the  agency's  ability  to  evaluate  Federal  Energy 
Regulatory  Commission  and  Corps  of  Engineers  permits  and  $1.1 
million  is  requested  for  habitat  restoration  projects,  and 
restoration  work  with  the  Corps  of  Engineers.   These  increases 
are  offset  by  $0.1  million  in  proposed  decreases  from  FTE  and 
administrative  savings. 

In  summary,  the  total  FY  1995  request  for  all  NMFS  programs 
totals  $290,287,000.   This  total  is  broken  out  by  appropriation 
accounts  as  follows:   $281,215,000  in  the  Operations,  Research 
and  Facilities  Account  (OR&F);  $6,400,000  in  the  S-K  Account; 
$1,273,000  for  the  Vessel  and  Gear  Damage  Fund;  $999,000  for  the 
Fishermen's  Contingency  Fund  and  $400,000  for  the  Foreign  Fishing 
Observer  Fund. 

The  $281,215,000  requested  in  the  OR&F  Account  for  NMFS  programs 
represents  an  increase  of  $50,463,000  (or  22  percent)  over  the 
FY  1994  enacted  level  of  $230,752,000.   This  change  is  the  net  of 
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increases  for  adjustments  to  base  ($5.6  million)  and  program 
requests  ($62.2  million)  and  proposed  decreases  (-$17.4  million). 

The  proposed  increases  are  required  to  meet  existing  statutory 
mandates  under  the  Magnuson  Fishery  Conservation  and  Management 
Act,  the  Endangered  Species  Act,  and  the  Marine  Mammal  Protection 
Act,  and  would  stop  the  erosion  of  base  programs  that  support 
these  statutes. 

The  proposed  decreases  are  necessary  to  meet  the  Administration's 
deficit  reduction  goals.   We  at  NMFS  realize  that,  although 
stewardship  of  living  marine  resources  is  a  top  priority  to  the 
Nation,  budget  dollars  are  scarce.   Decreases  in  NMFS  programs 
totalling  $17,391,000  are  proposed  for  activities  that  do  not 
directly  support  our  strategic  plan  goals  and  statutory 
requirements . 

Specifically,  the  budget  proposes  to  eliminate  $4.1  million  of 
lower  priority  programs.   As  our  contribution  to  the 
Administration's  effort  to  reinvent  and  produce  a  more  efficient 
government,  including  reducing  the  overall  number  of  FTEs,  we 
propose  to  save  $3.0  million  in  FTE  and  administrative  costs. 

In  addition,  to  help  offset  future  costs  of  living  marine 
resource  programs,  NMFS  is  proposing  to  establish  an  expanded 
resource  fee  program.   The  FY  1995  target  for  revenues  is 
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$82  million.   Our  program  has  been  developed  in  consultation  with 
industry,  the  fishing  community  and  Congress.   Our  guiding 
principles  in  developing  the  program  were  that  the  fees  be 
reasonable  and  not  represent  an  onerous  burden  and  that  revenues 
generated  by  the  fees  be  used  to  benefit  the  people  paying  the 
fees .   A  legislative  proposal  to  establish  an  expanded  resource 
fee  program  for  living  marine  resource  programs  will  be  submitted 
to  this  Committee  shortly. 

Mr.  Chairmen,  thank  you  for  providing  me  with  the  opportunity  to 
present  NMFS ' s  FY  1995  budget.   I  believe  that  I  have  answered 
the  questions  raised  in  your  letter  of  invitation,  but  will  be 
happy  to  answer  any  additional  questions  you  or  members  of  the 
Committee  may  have . 
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UNITED  STATES  DEPARTMENT  OF  COMMERCE 

Off  lea  of  tha  Undar  Bacretary  for 
Oceana  and  Atmoaphara 

Washington,  DC,  20230 


JUL  26  1994 


The  Honorable  Gerry  E.  Studds 

Chairman,  Subcommittee  on  Environment  and 

Natural  Resources 
Committee  on  Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries 
House  of  Representatives 
Washington,  D.C.   20515-6230 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman: 

Enclosed  are  the  National  Oceanic  and  Atmospheric 
Administration's  responses  to  questions  received  as  a  follow-up 
to  an  April  12,  1994  joint  hearing  concerning  the  FY  1995  budget 
request  for  the  National  Marine  Fisheries  Service.   The  hearing 
was  conducted  by  the  Environment  and  Natural  Resources 
Subcommittee  and  the  Fisheries  Management  Subcommittee. 

Please  do  not  hesitate  to  call  on  me  should  you  require 
additional  information. 

Sincerely, 


w$ 


Director 

Office  of  Congressional 
and  Legislative  Affairs 


Enclosure 


''^^^& 
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Follow-up  Questions 

for  Rolland  Schmitten 

for  April  12,  19994  Hearing 

on  NMFS  FY  95  Budget 

before  the 

House  Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries  Committee 


Follow-up  Questions  for  the  Record  from  Chairman  Studds 

(1)  Three  years  ago,  the  Congress  gave  NMFS  the  authority  to 
manage  highly  migratory  species,  such  as  bluefin  tuna  and 
swordfish,  along  the  Atlantic  coast,   since  that  time,  NMFS  has 
consistently  pointed  to  a  lack  of  adequate  funding  as  a  primary 
cause  of  their  inability  to  develop  a  comprehensive  management 
program  and  plan  development  process  for  these  fisheries. 

This  year  the  agency  is  asking  for  an  $8  million  increase  in  the 
base  for  Conservation  and  Management  Operations.   Do  you  plan  to 
use  some  of  this  money  to  enhance  the  budget  of  your  highly 
migratory  species  management  program?   If  so,  how  much  and  how 
will  it  be  used? 

The  President's  budget  for  FY  1995  for  NMFS  initially  requested 
$2.3  million  for  Atlantic  and  Gulf  of  Mexico  highly  migratory 
species  (HMS) .   Of  that  amount  $2.0  million  is  under  the  resource 
information  line  item  (Build  Sustainable  Fisheries — Assessing  the 
Status)  and  $.3  million  is  under  the  management  operations  line 
item  (Build  Sustainable  Fisheries — Manage  for  Economic  Growth) . 
In  addition,  the  FY  1994  funding  provided  for  the  East  Coast 
observer  program  is  maintained  as  part  of  base  in  the  FY  1995 
request.   The  $2.3  million  request  is  required  to  meet  domestic 
and  international  responsibilities  to  assess,  monitor,  and  manage 
HMS  fisheries. 

In  addition  to  planning  for  improvement  in  basic  statistics  for 
all  HMS,  specific  requirements  have  been  placed  on  the  United 
States  by  the  International  Commission  for  the  Conservation  of 
Atlantic  Tunas  (ICCAT)  since  1991,  including  strict  quota 
monitoring  of  bluefin  tuna  less  than  115  cm.   This  involves 
sophisticated  survey  techniques,  applied  each  year  in  the  Large 
Pelagic  Survey  (LPS) .   The  funding  required  for  improved  LPS 
efforts  and  attempts  to  combine  this  with  other  fishery 
statistics  for  monitoring  catch  rates  to  develop  fishery  indices 
of  abundance  is  $800,000. 

Also,  at  its  1993  meeting,  ICCAT  recommended  effort  limitations 
on  yellowfin  tuna  and  additional  quota  reductions  for  bluefin 
tuna.   These  measures  also  require  the  survey  data  plus  more 
timely  and  sophisticated  management  techniques.   More 
specifically,  these  additional  mandates  require  additional 
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biological  and  socio-economic  sampling  and  surveys  and,  combined 
with  the  statistical  data  collected  in  the  LPS,  preparation  of  an 
Atlantic  tunas  fishery  management  plan  (FMP) .   This  also  requires 
major  biological  and  economic  analyses,  some  of  which  must  be 
done  on  contract,  and  numerous  meetings  to  provide  fishery 
interests  an  opportunity  to  be  involved  in  the  management 
process.   The  total  budget  required  to  prepare  the  Atlantic  tunas 
FMP  is  $500,000. 

The  shark  fishery  management  plan  requires  strict  quota 
monitoring  and  timely  data  reporting.   NMFS  is  attempting  to 
improve  data  reporting  systems  and  make  it  easier  for  fishermen 
and  dealers  to  report.   This  involves  studies  on  direct  dial  data 
entry,  "smart  cards,"  and  other  innovative  techniques  to  obtain 
timely  and  species-specific  data  (particularly  for  sharks,  where 
this  has  been  a  major  problem)  for  stock  assessments  and  quota 
monitoring.   Also,  existing  dealer  reporting  and  logbook  forms 
need  revising  for  all  HMS  species  to  make  them  more  user  friendly 
and  to  provide  the  necessary  socio-economic  and  biological  data 
for  research  and  management.   The  total  funding  necessary  to  meet 
fully  the  mandate  of  improving  timeliness  and  quality  of  data  and 
to  initiate  international  efforts  for  management  of  sharks  in  the 
western  Atlantic  is  $400,000. 

Funding  of  $300,000  would  be  used  for  fishery-independent  survey 
efforts  including  aerial  survey,  larval  survey,  and  longline 
survey  techniques  and  to  initiate  bycatch  reduction  studies  and 
to  improve  tagging  studies. 

Finally,  $300,000  is  needed  for  monitoring  and  management  of  HMS 
species  in  the  Regions.   Specifically,  the  HMS  Division  now  has 
personnel  in  the  Northeast  Region  and  Southeast  Region  to 
facilitate  permitting,  monitoring,  direct  contact  with  fishermen, 
and  scoping  of  management  issues.   Permitting  all  bluefin  (and 
eventually  all  HMS)  fishermen  is  necessary  to  improve  estimates 
of  fleet  size  and  catch.   This  involves  as  many  as  20,000  permits 
and  requires  more  data  processing  personnel.   Also,  starting  this 
year,  there  is  a  requirement  (ICCAT)  for  bluefin  statistical 
documents  to  monitor  the  trade  in  all  bluefin  tuna.   This  is  a 
new  requirement  that  involves  developing,  processing,  and 
analysis  of  data  bases  and  will  be  handled  by  HMS  personnel  in 
the  Northeast  Region.   The  primary  focus  of  HMS  personnel  in  the 
Southeast  Region  will  be  on  swordfish,  sharks,  and  billfish. 

(2)   The  fishing  industry  in  New  England  has  frequently 
complained  that  managers  there  do  not  have  sufficient  data  and 
are  not  acting  on  the  "best  available  science."   Amendment  #5  to 
the  Multispecies  Groundfish  Plan  in  New  England  and  Amendment  #4 
to  the  Scallop  Plan  have  extensive  new  reporting  requirements 
that  theoretically  should  provide  NMFS  and  the  Council  with  a 
much  broader  base  of  information. 
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This  will  only  happen,  however,  if  the  agency  has  the  capability 
to  assimilate  and  analyze  this  data.   Does  this  capability  now 
exist  in  the  region?  will  the  mandatory  reporting  requirements 
result  in  real  time  data  that  will  contribute  to  the  management 
process? 

While  it  is  true  that  we  frequently  hear  complaints  that 
management  decisions  are  not  based  on  the  "best  available 
science,"  the  new  reporting  requirements  were  not  specified  by 
the  Council  solely  to  address  that  specific  concern.   However, 
some  of  the  elements  to  be  reported,  such  as  discards  and  catch 
by  area,  will  build  upon  our  fishery-independent  biologic  data 
(cruise  and  observer  data)  base  and  thereby  make  our  science 
"better"  than  it  would  be  without  this  additional  information. 
The  Council  determined  that  they  needed  more  complete  information 
about  the  activities  of  all  participants  in  the  fishery,  not  just 
a  statistical  sample.   This  broader  base  of  information  is  needed 
in  order  to  assess  better  the  effects  of  conservation  measures  on 
the  industry  and  to  be  able  to  evaluate  fully  alternative  effort 
limitation  and  allocation  issues.   Therefore  the  Council  built  in 
mandatory  vessel  and  dealer  reporting  requirements,  days-at-sea 
monitoring  requirements,  and  permitting  requirements,  which  will 
allow  us  to  build  the  universal  data  base  for  all  participants  in 
the  fishery  and  in  the  industry. 

We  have  partially  implemented  the  new  reporting  requirements. 
Reports  are  being  submitted  and  we  are  making  the  transition  to 
mandatory  dealer  reporting.   However,  full  utilization  of  all  the 
data  is  not  currently  possible.   The  President's  FY  1995  budget 
for  NOAA/NMFS  initially  requested  $1.8  million  to  assure  rapid 
processing  and  timely  analysis  of  the  new  information  so  that  it 
can  be  made  available  to  the  Council  and  other  managers  in  ways 
which  will  improve  their  deliberations  and  decisions.   Our 
current  funding  levels  will  not  allow  us  to  process  all  of  the 
information  in  a  timely  manner  that  will  be  reported  and  thus  we 
are  requesting  the  additional  resources  to  ensure  that  the 
managers  are  acting  on  the  best  available  science.   As  the  effort 
reduction  measures  are  put  in  place  over  the  next  five  to  seven 
years,  it  will  be  increasingly  important  that  we  be  able 
accurately  to  advise  the  managers  and  forecast  the  effects  of 
their  management  decisions.   The  new  reporting  requirements, 
combined  with  our  traditional  fishery-independent  information 
collection  efforts,  should  be  equal  to  the  task  as  long  as  they 
can  be  fully  utilized  and  integrated  into  the  advice  to  managers. 
It  is  also  important  to  understand  that  there  will  be  a  phase-in 
period  required  to  give  the  industry  time  to  adjust  to  the  new 
methods  and  to  become  accustomed  to  reporting  requirements. 

(3)  Taking  inflation  into  account,  the  enforcement  budget  at  NMFS 
has  actually  declined  over  the  last  decade.   This  year,  a 
substantial  increase  in  the  budget  ($4  million=25%  increase)  has 
finally  been  proposed.   What  will  this  money  be  used  for?   How 
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much  will  go  to  New  England  where  the  fishermen  have  been 
complaining  for  years  that  the  lack  of  adequate  enforcement  has 
been  a  big  factor  in  the  decline  of  the  groundfish  stocks? 

The  President's  budget  includes  a  $4.6  million  increase  to  begin 
to  establish  a  level  of  compliance  with  fisheries  laws  and 
regulations  that  will  ensure  fairness  and  the  success  of 
regulatory  actions  and  thus  will  promote  the  building  of 
sustainable  fisheries. 

The  proposed  FY  1995  increase  will  expand  enforcement  activities 
in  all  five  NMFS  Regions  with  the  majority  of  the  increase 
targeted  for  Alaska  and  New  England.   The  Alaska  increase  will  be 
used  to  meet  the  requirements  of  recently  approved  actions  by  the 
North  Pacific  Fishery  Management  Council.   The  Northeast  and 
Southeast  Regions  also  will  be  enhanced,  given  the  number  of 
states  requiring  coverage  and  the  need  to  meet  the  requirements 
of  actions  taken  by  the  five  Regional  Fishery  Management  Councils 
that  cover  these  regions.   The  Northwest  and  Southwest  Regions 
will  also  enhance  their  capabilities  but  to  a  lesser  degree. 

Alaska  Region:    $2.0M  for  additional  agents  to  enforce  the  new 
individual  transferable  quota  (ITQ)  program  in  Alaska  for 
halibut/sablef ish  and  to  strengthen  general  compliance  within 
Alaska. 

Northeast  Region:   $1.0M  for  additional  agents  to  improve 
compliance  in  all  areas  from  Maine  to  Virginia  and  specifically 
to  enforce  the  new  groundfish  and  scallops  amendments  put  in 
place  in  FY  1994. 

Southeast  Region:   $.9M  for  additional  agents  to  improve 
compliance  in  the  South  Atlantic  and  Gulf  of  Mexico. 

Southwest  Region:   $.3M  for  additional  agents  to  improve 
compliance  in  California  and  Hawaii. 

Northwest  Region:   $.4M  for  additional  agents  to  improve 
compliance  in  Washington  and  Oregon. 

(4)  Under  existing  cooperative  enforcement  agreements  that  NMFS 
has  with  many  states,  the  states  can  only  be  reimbursed  for 
enforcement  costs  if  a  case  is  successfully  prosecuted.   Couldn't 
NMFS  get  more  "bang  for  the  buck"  if  it  actually  provided  the 
states  with  some  greater  incentive  to  enforce  federal  fisheries 
laws? 

While  the  1990  amendments  to  the  Magnuson  Act  expanded  the  uses 
of  the  Asset  Forfeiture  Fund,  by  law  the  Fund  can  only  be  used  to 
reimburse  states  for  costs  associated  with  enforcing  federal 
conservation  laws.   In  this  way  states  can  recover  the  salary, 
equipment,  and  support  costs  associated  with  their  participation 
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in  Federal  enforcement  activities.   The  fund  is  intended  to 
encourage  the  states  to  cooperate  with  us  and  to  augment  federal 
enforcement  resources.   Our  current  policy  allows  for  up  to  80 
percent  of  the  penalties  and  forfeitures  recovered  to  be  used  to 
reimburse  the  states.   In  most  situations  this  covers  all  state 
costs.   By  making  reimbursement  only  after  the  penalties  and 
forfeitures  are  collected,  we  ensure  that  the  fund  remains 
solvent.   The  much  larger  and  more  well  known  Justice  Department 
Asset  Forfeiture  Fund  reguires  collection  before  payment. 

NMFS  has  had  enforcement  cooperative  agreements  with  states  for 
many  years.   Parties  enter  into  the  agreements  to  facilitate 
enforcement  of  marine  conservation  laws.   Our  combined  and  joint 
efforts  are  more  effective  than  either  operating  alone.   Over  the 
years  we  have  found  that  professional  cooperation  is  more 
effective  than  contracts  or  grants,  which  create  substantial 
accounting  problems  and  a  subordinate  relationship.   We  do 
however,  support  state  training  by  sponsoring  state  agents  at 
selected  courses  at  the  Federal  Law  Enforcement  Training  Center 
in  Glynco,  Georgia.   This  is  done  without  regard  to  cases  made  by 
the  states  but  in  support  of  our  overall  mission  and  goals. 

We  have  been  advised  that  in  some  states  the  amount  of 
reimbursement  is  subtracted  from  the  department's  budget.   We  are 
pursuing  ways  of  providing  equipment  to  these  departments  in  lieu 
of  direct  funds. 

Follow-up  Questions  for  the  Record  from  Representative  Young 

(1)  For  the  record,  please  provide  the  subcommittees  with  a 
breakdown  of  the  number  of  NMFS  employees  in  each  region  and  in 
NMFS  headquarters,  identifying  the  office  for  which  they  work 
(Fisheries  Management,  Protected  Resources,  etc.).   In  addition, 
for  the  Alaska  Region,  please  note  whether  the  employees  are 
located  in  Alaska  or  Washington  state. 

See  attachments. 

(2)  We  understand  that  NMFS  has  discussed  removing  the  Marine 
Mammal  Laboratory  from  NMFS  jurisdiction.   Is  this  correct?   If 
so,  what  is  the  status  of  these  plans?  What  will  be  the  cost? 
Where  is  the  cost  reflected  in  your  FY  9  5  budget  proposal?  What 
will  be  done  with  the  office  and  its  personnel?   To  whom  would 
they  report? 

(3)  There  are  also  reports  that  -  as  a  long-term  goal  -  the  NMFS 
Office  of  Protected  Resources  would  be  removed  from  NMFS 
jurisdiction.   Is  this  correct?   If  so,  what  is  the  status  of 
these  plans?  What  will  be  the  cost?  What  will  be  done  with  the 
Laboratory  and  its  personnel?   To  whom  would  they  report? 

(4)  Please  provide  the  subcommittees  with  all  documents, 
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including  internal  decisions  and  planning  memoranda,  relating  to 
the  removal  of  the  Marine  Mammal  Laboratory  or  the  Office  of 
Protected  Resources  from  nmfs  jurisdiction. 

With  regard  to  questions  two,  three,  and  four  above,  I  have  no 
plans  and  I  am  unaware  of  any  plans  to  remove  the  Marine  Mammal 
Laboratory  or  the  Office  of  Protected  Resources  from  the 
jurisdiction  of  NMFS. 

Follow-up  Questions  for  the  Record  from  Representative  Tauzin 

You  mention  establishing  a  resource  fee  program  to  help  offset 
future  costs  of  living  marine  resource  programs,  and  in  your 
testimony  you  state  that  the  NMFS  has  a  target  of  $82  million  for 
FY  1995. 

(a)  Please  clarify  who  will  pay  these  resource  user  fees:   what 
sectors  of  the  commercial,  tribal,  and  recreational  fishing 
industry  will  be  subject  to  this  fee,  what  sectors  will  not? 

The  user  fee  proposal  is  comprised  of  the  following  elements: 

•  Establishment  of  fees  for  permits  issued  pursuant  to  the 
Magnuson  Act,  not  limited  to  administrative  costs. 

•  A  levy  of  1.0  percent  on  the  first-sale  value  of  all  fish 
and  shellfish.   This  element  ensures  a  return  to  the  public 
for  the  use  of  public  resources.   This  element  also 
recognizes  that  foreign  fishermen  benefit  from  markets 
generated  by  a  healthy  domestic  fishing  industry,  U.S. 
fisheries  research  benefits  fisheries  worldwide,  and  that 
domestic  resource  fees  should  not  place  domestic  fishermen 
at  a  disadvantage. 

•  A3  percent  annual  fee  on  the  value  of  fish  authorized  to  be 
harvested  under  individual  harvest  shares,  such  as 
individual  transferable  quotas  (ITQ) .   This  fee  would 
recover  costs  associated  with  this  form  of  management. 

•  A  fee  on  vessels  to  cover  the  costs  of  special  management 
measures,  such  as  observers,  that  directly  benefit  specific 
fisheries  and  fishermen. 

In  general,  the  user  fee  proposal  applies  to  commercial  fishing 
in  the  EEZ.   The  recreational  and  tribal  sectors  would  be  subject 
to  the  1  percent  levy  on  first  sale  value  if  they  sell  their 
catch.   The  special  management  fees  could  apply  to  any  sector 
that  operates  under  a  management  plan  that  requires  special 
management  measures. 

(b)  How -much  could  each  user  of  the  resource  be  expected  to  pay 
under  this  system  of  fees? 
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In  total,  it  is  estimated  that  the  user  fee  provision  would 
generate  approximately  $94.2  million  per  year.   The  l  percent  fee 
on  the  value  of  domestically  harvested  fish  sold  in  the  United 
States  ($4.1  billion)  would  generate  approximately  $41  million. 
The  most  recent  estimate  of  the  number  of  U.S.  fishing  craft  was 
93,000.   The  average  annual  fee  paid  for  fish  landed  in  these 
craft  would  be  $414.00.   Actual  amounts  for  each  vessel  would 
vary  widely.  The  1  percent  fee  on  the  value  of  fish  imported  into 
the  United  States  ($4.7  billion)  would  generate  about 
$47  million.   Based  on  the  estimated  value  of  fish  that  would  be 
managed  under  individual  harvest  share  programs  in  1995 
($206.7  million),  the  3  percent  fee  would  generate  approximately 
$6.2  million.   Fees  collected  for  the  cost  of  specific  management 
measures  would  not  generate  net  revenues. 

(c)  For  what  programs  will  revenues  be  spent?  Will  they  be 
available  until  expended  for  return  to  the  general  fund? 

Under  the  Administration's  proposal,  the  fees  would  be  available 
until  expended  and  would  be  used  for  the  following  purposes: 

•  Collecting,  processing,  and  analyzing  scientific,  social, 
and  economic  information. 

•  Placing  observers  onboard  domestic  vessels. 

•  Conducting  scientific  research  and  publishing  results. 

•  Conserving  and  managing  stocks  of  marine  fish,  including 
developing,  monitoring,  and  implementing  fishery  management 
plans. 

•  Improving  enforcement  of  marine  conservation  programs. 

•  Educating  resource  users  and  the  general  public  on  aspects 
of  marine  conservation  programs. 

•  Reducing  harvesting  capacity  if:   the  fishery  is  determined 
to  be  overfished  as  defined  in  the  plan,  the  plan  has 
recovery  requirements  that  materially  affect  the  fishery; 
the  fishery  is  economically  depressed,  and  the  fishery  is 
managed  under  a  limited  access  program. 

Follow-up  Questions  for  the  Record  from  Representative  Manton 

(1)  In  addition  to  the  NHFS  1995  budget  request  which  places  many 
Congressional  add-ons  into  the  'base  funding",  NHFS  asked 
Congress  to  embrace  the  new  'strategic  plan"  budget  structure. 
What  assurance  does  Congress  have  that  NMFS  will  continue  funding 
in  such  a  way  that  Congress  originally  intended? 

The  intent  of  presenting  the  budget  in  the  old  and  new  structures 
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was  in  part  to  ensure  that  programs  requested  as  part  of  base 
would  be  used  for  and  be  consistent  with  FY  1994  programs, 
projects,  and  activities  (PPAs) .   NOAA/NMFS  will  continue  to 
provide  tracking  of  PPAs  and  budget  cross-walks  even  though  they 
are  rolled  into  base  in  the  new  structure  in  future  budget 
submissions. 

(2)  With  regard  to  the  North  Pacific  fisheries  observer  program, 
which  has  been  of  particular  interest  to  the  Committee  because  of 
the  non-payment  of  certain  observers  in  the  past: 

2 (a) :   Why  has  nmfs  taken  so  long  to  deal  with  this  important 
issue? 

NMFS  began  to  deal  with  the  unpaid  observer  issue  as  soon  as  the 
problem  became  known.   The  Alaska  Regional  Office  and  Fisheries 
Science  Center,  which  manage  the  North  Pacific  Observer  Program, 
were  informed  in  late  spring  1993  that  one  contractor  had  not 
paid  its  observers,  and  they  immediately  began  inquiries  to 
establish  the  scope  of  the  problem  and  identify  possible 
solutions.   Following  a  NOAA  General  Counsel  opinion  that  no 
recourse  was  possible  through  the  Department,  the  Center  held 
extensive  counseling  sessions  with  unpaid  observers,  advising 
them  to  contact  private  attorneys  for  redress.   When,  in  early 
fall,  it  was  brought  to  the  attention  of  NMFS  that  the  observers 
could  not  afford  counsel  and  requested  assistance  from  NMFS 
headquarters  and  observers'  legislators,  the  Center,  Region  and 
NMFS  headquarters  immediately  set  up  an  intra-agency  task  force 
to:   (1)  investigate  all  legal,  policy  and  financial  options  for 
redress;  (2)  complete  the  long-range  design  for  observers 
under  the  North  Pacific  Fisheries  Research  Plan;  and  (3)  develop 
procedures  under  the  Observer  Program  Plan  to  minimize  the  future 
likelihood  of  non-payment  in  the  interim,  i.e.,  until  FY  1996, 
when  the  Research  Plan  is  implemented.   The  Research  Plan  was 
completed  in  winter  1994,  and  interim  observer  plan  procedures 
were  implemented  in  spring  1994. 

(b)   Who  at  NMFS  is  responsible  for  insuring  that  (as  stated  in 
NMFS's  March  15,  1994  letter)  "we  are  making  every  effort  to 
avoid  this  situation  in  the  future." 

Steven  Pennoyer,  Director,  Alaska  Region,  NMFS,  ultimately  is 
responsible  for  ensuring  that  the  observer  non-payment  issue  is 
addressed  as  effectively  as  possible  within  existing  legal 
constraints.   At  this  time,  NMFS  has  initiated  a  new  protocol  for 
routinely  interviewing  observers  to  inquire  whether  or  not  they 
have  been  paid.   If  a  non-payment  situation  has  occurred,  NMFS 
has  developed  procedures  that  ultimately  will  result  in  the 
decertification  of  an  observer  contractor  if  payment  for  observer 
services  is  not  resolved  in  a  timely  manner.   Full  implementation 
of  the  North  Pacific  Fisheries  Research  Plan  will  provide  the 
most  effective  means  of  resolving  the  observer  nonpayment  issue. 
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NMFS  has  considered  other  options  for  a  short-term  response  to 
the  observer  nonpayment  issue  until  the  Research  Plan  is  fully 
implemented  in  1996.   One  option  is  to  amend  regulations  to 
require  the  owner  or  operator  of  a  vessel  and  the  owner  or 
manager  of  a  shoreside  processing  plant  to  provide  compensation 
to  the  observer  contractor  for  the  observer's  services  in  a 
timely  manner.   Such  a  regulation,  however,  would  not  ensure  that 
an  observer  would  be  paid.   Any  vessel  owner  or  operator  or  plant 
owner  or  manager  who  violated  the  regulation  would  be  liable  for 
a  civil  penalty  or  permit  sanction  under  the  Magnuson  Act. 
Penalty  proceeds  collected  would  not  be  provided  to  the  observer. 
They  would  be  deposited  in  the  Fines,  Penalties  and  Forfeitures 
Fund,  as  provided  by  the  Act.   In  addition,  the  civil  procedure 
regulations  (15  CFR  904)  would  apply,  and  the  alleged  violator 
would  have  an  opportunity  to  contest  the  alleged  violation  and 
assessed  penalty.   During  the  entire  time  the  issue  was  pending, 
the  operator  or  manager  could  continue  to  harvest  or  process 
fish. 

While  the  threat  of  a  civil  penalty  may  discourage  observer 
nonpayment,  promulgating  such  a  regulation  may  not  be  a  wise 
policy  decision.   Enforcement  actions  of  this  nature  would 
involve  the  burdensome  litigation  of  private  contract  rights.   In 
order  to  prevail,  the  agency  would  need  to  delve  into  the 
contractual  relationship  between  the  vessel  owner/ operator  or 
plant  owner/manager  and  the  contractor,  proving  the  creation  of  a 
valid  contract,  substantial  performance,  and  unjustifiable 
nonpayment.   Even  if  the  agency  prevailed,  its  ultimate  goal 
would  remain  unattained,  because  none  of  the  penalty  proceeds  can 
be  provided  to  the  unpaid  observers.   The  observer's  only 
recourse  is  a  private  claim  for  damages  that  likely  would  be 
heard  in  a  separate  state  or  Federal  court  action  where  NOAA  is 
not  a  party. 

NMFS  has  decided  to  seek  an  amendment  to  the  Magnuson  Act  that 
provides  that  observers'  salaries  shall  be  treated  as  maritime 
liens  for  seamen's  wages  and  be  given  the  same  priority  as 
seamen's  liens.   Such  an  amendment  would  grant  a  private  in  rem 
right  of  action  to  the  observer  against  a  vessel.   Remedies  for 
nonpayment  of  observer  services  would  include  seizure  of  the 
vessel  and  its  sale  at  auction. 

(c)   What  assurance  does  Congress  have  that  the  North  Pacific 
Fisheries  Research  Plan  will  be  fully  implemented  in  January 
1996? 

Assuming  that  the  North  Pacific  Fisheries  Research  Plan  is 
approved  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  by  late  summer  1994  and 
that  the  FY  1995  appropriation  includes  sufficient  funding  for 
the  Alaska  Region,  NMFS  has  recommended  a  1995  fee  percentage 
(2  percent)  that  would  generate  funding  sufficient  to  support 
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(1)  the  1995  rebate  program  for  direct  observer  costs  (see 
below) ,  and  (2)  start-up  costs  for  full  implementation  of  the 
Research  Plan  in  1996.   Analyses  prepared  to  support  this 
recommendation  consider  projected  FY  1996  budgets  for  the  NMFS 
and  Alaska  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  observer  programs,  costs 
of  a  standard  observer  day,  observer  coverage  levels,  standard 
exvessel  prices,  total  exvessel  value,  and  retained  groundfish 
catch. 

NMFS  has  dedicated  significant  amounts  of  staff  and  budget 
resources  to  develop  the  Research  Plan  and  intends  to  continue  to 
do  what  is  necessary  to  allow  for  its  full  implementation  by 
1996.   Recognizing  that  the  collection  of  user  fees  authorized 
under  the  North  Pacific  Fisheries  Research  Plan  may  be  a 
prototype  approach  for  generating  future  funding  for  fishery 
resource  management  has  provided  NMFS  further  incentive  to  do 
what  is  necessary  to  implement  the  Research  Plan  successfully  in 
as  timely  a  manner  as  possible. 

(d)  Why  will  the  North  Pacific  Fisheries  Research  Plan  take 
almost  two  years  to  implement? 

On  May  6,  1994,  a  proposed  rule  to  implement  the  Research  Plan 
was  published  in  the  Federal  Register  for  public  review  and 
comment  (59  FR  23664) .   If  approved  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce, 
the  Research  Plan  would  be  implemented  in  two  phases.   The  first 
phase  would  start  January  1995  and  require  fishermen  and  fish 
processors  who  participate  in  Research  Plan  fisheries  to  pay  a 
fee  assessment  of  up  to  2  percent  of  the  exvessel  value  of 
retained  catch.  "  During  1995,  fishermen  and  processors  who 
participate  in  the  groundfish  and  crab  fisheries  also  would 
continue  to  pay  directly  for  observer  coverage  required  under 
existing  regulations.   Fees  collected  during  1995  would  be  used 
to  (1)  rebate  those  who  paid  directly  for  required  observer 
coverage  during  this  year,  and  (2)  provide  start-up  funding  for 
the  second  phase  of  the  Research  Plan  that  is  scheduled  to  start 
at  the  beginning  of  1996.   These  start-up  funds  would  be  used  to 
secure  contracts  with  observer  contractors  who  would  provide 
observers  for  all  Research  Plan  fisheries.   Research  Plan  fee 
assessment  payments  collected  in  1996  and  beyond  will  be 
deposited  in  the  North  Pacific  Observer  Fund  and  made  available 
for  disbursement  to  observer  contractors  for  observer  "coverage 
services  provided.   In  1996  and  beyond,  vessel  operators  and 
processors  required  to  have  observer  coverage  will  no  longer  pay 
observer  contractors  for  this  service. 

(e)  Does  NMFS  believe  it  has  any  obligation,  legally  or  morally, 
to  ensure  payment  of  observer  fees  under  any  established  observer 
plan? 

NMFS  relies  heavily  on  observers  for  the  collection  of  data  on 
which  Federal  management  of  North  Pacific  fishery  resources  is 


98 


based.   Although  NMFS  legally  is  not  required  to  ensure  payment 
to  observers  under  the  private  contractual  arrangements  among 
observer  contractors,  vessels,  shores ide  processors,  and 
observers,  NMFS  is  actively  pursuing  an  effective  resolution  of 
the  observer  nonpayment  issue  under  the  North  Pacific  Fisheries 
Research  Plan.   The  most  effective  short  term  measure  to  address 
this  issue  prior  to  1996  likely  would  be  an  amendment  to  the 
Magnuson  Act  to  grant  a  private  in  rem  right  of  action  to  the 
observer  against  a  vessel  for  nonpayment  of  observer  services. 

(3)  What  is  the  NMFS  role  in  determining  how  the  emergency  relief 
funds  for  the  Northeast  fisheries  will  be  used?   What  are  the 
appropriate  uses  for  these  funds? 

ANSWER:   Of  the  $30  million  provided  for  Northeast  fisheries 
assistance,  $12  million  is  being  directly  managed  by  NMFS.   The 
remaining  $18  million  is  managed  by  the  Economic  Development 
Administration  (EDA).   The  NMFS  funds  are  being  used  to: 
(1)  establish  and  staff  six  fishing  family  assistance  centers 
($1  million);  (2)  provide  opportunities  for  refinancing  of  debt 
for  vessels  and  facilities  through  the  Fisheries  Obligation 
Program  ($1  million);  and  (3)  provide  grants  to  explore 
alternative  opportunities,  including  underutilized  fisheries  and 
aquaculture,  for  those  involved  in  Northeast  fisheries 
($9  million) ,  and  cover  program  administration  costs  for  items 
one,  two,  and  three  ($1  million) . 

NMFS  will  also  review  certain  activities  carried  out  under 
Northeast  fisheries  grants  awarded  by  the  EDA  that  have  a 
potential  impact  on  fishery  resources.   Specifically,  NMFS  will 
recommend  the  approval  or  disapproval  of  loan  applications  for 
fishing  vessels  and  aquaculture  activities  in  public  waters  to 
organizations  operating  revolving  loan  funds  under  EDA  grants. 

NOAA's  Office  of  Sustainable  Development  has  conducted  an 
extensive  process  of  town  meetings  to  determine  the  needs  of 
fishing  communities  in  the  Northeast.   The  results  of  this 
process  will  guide  the  actual  uses  of  the  Northeast  Fisheries 
Assistance  funds.   A  key  criterion  for  the  expenditure  of  these, 
funds  should  be  whether  it  helps  to  bring  the  region's  harvesting 
capacity  in  balance  with  its  resource  availability. 
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NMFS  EMPLOYEES  BY  LOCATION 
(excluding   reimbursable  employees*) 


Headquarters 

Silver  Spring,  MD  305 

Gloucester,  MA  3 

St  Petersburg,  R_  1 

Seattle,  WA  2 

Woods  Hole,  MA  1 

Annapolis,  MD  6 

Total  318 

Northwest   Region 

Seattle,   WA  65 

Portland  &  Cascade,  OR  78 

Total  143 

Northwest    Center 

Seattle,   WA  172 

Kodiak,  AK  2_ 

Total  174 

Southeast  Region 

Florida  (mostly  St.  Petersburg)  81 

Beaufort,  NC  5 

South  Carolina  1 

Texas  g 

Baton  Rouge,  LA  4 

Mississippi  5 

Georgia  1 

Virgin   Islands/Puerto   Rico  3_ 

Total  109 
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NMFS  EMPLOYEES  BY  LOCATION 
(excluding   reimbursable   employees*) 


Southeast   Center 

Miami,  FL  113 

Galveston,  TX  80 

Panama  City,  FL  24 

Pascagoula,  MS  88 

Charleston,  SC  91 

Beaufort,  NC  116 

Total  $12 

Northeast  Region 

Gloucester,  MA  85 

MA  (enforcement  throughout  the  state)  2  0 

New  Jersey  5 

Maine  4 

New  Hampshire  1 

Maryland  3 

Virginia  2 

North  Carolina  1 

Total  121 

Northeast   Center 

Woods  Hole,  MA  177 

Gloucester,  MA  2  7 

MA  (throughout  the  state)  9 

Naragansett,   Rl  47 

Point  Judith,  Rl  1 

Milford,  CT  34 

Highlands,  NJ  54 

New  Jersey  (other  than  above)  4 

Oxford,  MO  11 

New  York  7 

Maine  g 

Washington,  DC  12 

Virginia  3 

Total  378 
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NMFS  EMPLOYEES  BY  LOCATION 
(excluding   reimbursable   employees*) 


Southwest  Region 


Long  Beach,  CA 

83 

CA  (enforcement  throughout) 

38 

Honolulu,  HI 

6 

Marianas  Islands 

2 

Total 

129 

Southwest   Center 

La  Jolla,  CA 

124 

Honolulu,  HI 

67 

Monterey,  CA 

11 

Tiburon,  CA 

27 

Total 

229 

Alaska  Reaion 

Juneau,  AK 

77 

Auke  Bay,  AK 

3 

AK  (enforcement  throughout  the  state) 

25 

Total 

105 

Alaska   Center 

Auke  Bay,  AK 

101 

Seattle,  WA 

265 

Newport,  OR 

7 

Total 

373 

TOTAL  NMFS  2,591 


Note:     Employees  funded  by  reimbursable  appropriations  (including  those 
funded  by  the  National  Seafood  Inspection  Program)  are  not 
included  in  the  above  totals. 
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NATIONAL  FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  FOUNDATION 

1 1 20  CONNECTICUT  AVENUE,  NW 

SUITE  900 

WASHINGTON.  DC  20056 

(202)  857-0166  FAX  (202)  857-0162 


Testimony  of  Amos  S.  Eno 

Executive  Director,  National  Fish  and  Wildlife  Foundation 

before  the  Subcommittee  on  Environment  and  Natural  Resources 

and  Subcommittee  on  Fisheries  Management 

U.S.  House  of  Representatives 

April  12, 1994 

Mr.  Chairman,  my  name  is  Amos  S.  Eno.  I  am  the  Executive  Director  of  the  National  Fish  and  Wildlife  Foun- 
dation. With  me  today  is  Joel  Kaplan,  Director  of  our  Fisheries  and  Wildlife  Assessment  program.  We  greatly 
appreciate  the  opportunity  to  provide  our  thoughts  and  recommendations  on  the  fish  and  wildlife  budgets  of 
these  major  natural  resource  agencies. 

As  you  know,  we  are  the  only  non-federal  organization  that  provides  the  Congress  with  a  detailed  —  line-item 
by  line-item  -  analysis  of  the  policies  and  budgets  of  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  National  Marine 
Fisheries  Service,  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  and  the  USDA  Forest  Service.  Although  we  do  not  publish  an 
assessment  of  the  National  Biological  Survey,  we  will  share  our  thoughts  on  their  inception  and  potential 
effectiveness. 

I  am  providing  the  Committee  with  a  few  copies  of  our  FY  1995  Fisheries  and  Wildlife  Assessment  for  the  U.S. 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service.  The  other  assessment  documents  are  expected  back  from  the  printer  in  a  matter  of 
weeks.  We  will  provide  those  assessments  to  all  Committee  members  at  that  time. 

Introduction 

Given  the  limited  time  available,  we  will  briefly  discuss  the  Foundation's  role  in  the  budget  process  and  spend 
most  of  our  time  talking  about  a  number  of  our  priority  recommendations  for  each  agency  being  discussed 
today. 

Each  year,  Fisheries  and  Wildlife  Assessment  staff  travel  to  each  region  of  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service, 
each  regional  office  and  science  center  of  the  National  Marine  Fisheries  Service,  and  to  selected  regional  and 
state  offices  for  the  other  agencies.  With  each  visit,  staff  meet  with  program  directors  and  field  personnel  to 
gather  a  field-level  analysis  of  agency  programs.  We  also  visit  regional  facilities,  e.g.  fish  hatcheries,  refuges, 
research  facilities,  and  site-specific  projects  to  witness  how  dollars  and  people  are  allocated  to-the-ground.  As  a 
follow-up  to  these  visits,  the  Foundation  develops  an  assessment  that  has  relevance  to  state,  regional,  and 
national  programs.  This  three-tiered  presentation  is  often  missing  in  Congressional  Justification  materials 
prepared  by  each  agency. 
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As  you  know,  the  Foundation  was  created  by  Congress  to  promote  partnerships  between  federal  agencies, 
states,  conservation  organizations,  private  landowners,  and  corporate  America.  The  beneficiaries  of  these 
partnerships  are  the  nation's  fish,  wildlife,  and  plant  resources.  The  federal  agencies  under  discussion  today  are 
all  in  the  process  of  reorganization  that  will  lead  to  a  new  way  of  doing  business,  one  based  on  the  twin  con- 
cepts of  ecosystem  management  and  adaptive  management.  The  days  of  managing  for  single  species  and  single 
habitats  are  over. ..hopefully. 

To  maintain  our  natural  resource  infrastructure  while  allowing  for  sustainable  economic  development,  the 
agencies  must  manage  on  a  landscape/watershed  basis.  This  approach  presupposes  coordination  between  the 
federal  agencies  and  other  partners  that  is  unprecedented  in  the  history  of  resource  management    The  Founda- 
tion is  committed  to  working  with  these  agencies  and  other  partners  to  model  ecosystem  management  proto- 
types and  incorporate  them  into  the  daily  business  of  each  agency    Also  critical  for  the  success  of  ecosystem 
management  is  the  employment  of  an  adaptive  management  philosophy.  Such  a  philosophy  will  emphasize  an 
evaluation  component  tied  to  agency  actions,  and  stress  the  need  for  changing  course  if  management  efforts  are 
not  having  desired  effects. 

In  your  invitation  to  speak  at  this  hearing  you  ask  if  the  budget  for  these  agencies  represents  a  comprehensive 
federal  strategy  for  fish  and  wildlife  conservation.  Our  deftly  couched  answer  is  "maybe."  But  seriously,  the 
agency  leaders  put  in  place  by  this  Administration  are  working  on  their  first  budget  for  FY  1995,  much  of  which 
was  already  in  progress  before  they  became  intimately  familiar  with  their  respective  agencies    Efforts  by 
agencies  to  reorganize  and  reinvent,  implement  ecosystem  management,  as  well  as  reduce  the  federal  workforce 
are  slow  moving,  despite  their  urgency  for  implementation.  We  have  been  impressed  by  the  top  leadership  of 
this  Administration  to  promote  coordination  and  teamwork  but  they  will  need  to  push  the  rank-and-file  into 
implementing  these  efforts  on  the  ground.  For  example,  in  the  Assessment  for  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  on 
"The  Mississippi  River:  After  the  Flood"  we  note  that  there  are  8  federal  agencies,  1 0  state  agencies,  and 
numerous  other  interested  parties  that  are  coordinating  their  activities,  at  least  in  a  rudimentary  fashion    How- 
ever, if  their  activities  are  not  cooperative,  even  if  they  coordinate,  they  will  continue  to  be  implemented  at 
cross-purposes.  This  is  the  true  test  of  this  Administration's  mettle. 

You  also  ask  us  what  budget  initiatives  we  do  not  support,  and  why?  While  we  do  provide  the  Committee  with 
an  assessment  of  a  number  of  critical  issues  that  we  believe  the  agencies  need  to  address,  we  are  not  making 
recommendations  for  specific  program  cuts  for  two  reasons.  First,  this  is  the  best  overall  fish  and  wildlife 
budget  we  have  seen  in  a  long  time.  Second,  out  of  every  federal  dollar  spent  less  than  half  a  penny  is  allocated 
to  natural  resource  and  the  environment,  with  a  much  smaller  fraction  allocated  to  fish  and  wildlife  programs. 
The  fact  is  federal  fish  and  wildlife  programs  have  been  underfunded  for  decades    That  is  why  we  are  in  the 
mess  we're  in  with  marine  fisheries 

Agency  Recommendations 

Before  going  into  our  individual  recommendations  by  agency,  we  should  state  up  front  that  we  do  have  three 
major  priorities  for  all  of  the  agencies  that  we  are  assessing  this  year,  fisheries,  law  enforcement,  and  private 
lands  programs.  Fisheries  is  by  far  and  away  the  most  important  issue  facing  the  federal  government. 

Aquatic  fauna  represents  the  largest  assemblage  of  endangered  species  coming  down  the  pike.  More  than  30 
percent  of  native  fresh  water  fish  species  found  in  the  United  States  are  listed  by  the  American  Fisheries  Society 
as  threatened,  endangered,  or  sensitive.  One  out  of  every  ten  species  of  freshwater  mussels,  considered  an 
indicator  of  riverine  health,  has  already  become  extinct,  and  70  percent  of  the  remaining  species  are  considered 
rare.  On  the  marine  side  the  situation  is  just  as  bad  given  the  listing  under  the  Endangered  Species  Act  of 
Pacific  salmon,  the  petition  to  list  Atlantic  salmon,  and  the  collapse  of  New  England  groundfish  stocks     This 
translates  to  management/research  headaches  of  immense  magnitude  Agencies  programs  need  to  be  pro- 
grammed to  anticipate  and  handle  this  coming  workload.  The  Foundation  supports  the  following  policies  that 
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should  be  the  basis  for  all  fisheries  management  efforts  in  each  agency: 

•  Conserving  self-sustaining  native  fish  populations  and  maintenance  of  productive  fishery  resources  and 
aquatic  habitats  based  on  concepts  of  ecosystem  diversity  and  management 

.  Maintaining  healthy  wild  stocks  through  protecting  genetic  diversity,  harvest  management,  habitat 

improvements,  and  judicious  use  of  hatchery  products 

•  Serving  as  a  catalyst  in  ensuring  that  aquatic  resource  problems  are  quickly  identified,  corrective  steps 
are  organized,  and  agreed  to  action  is  coordinated  and  addressed. 

.  Developing  and  encouraging  partnerships  between  and  among  governments  and  the  private  sector  and 

private  landowners  to  provide  greater  opportunities  for  conserving  and  enhancing  aquatic  ecosystems 
and  for  advancing  fisheries  stewardship 

•  Assuring  long-term  ecosystem  health  while  supporting  sustainable  development  of  aquatic  ecosystems 
and  fishery  resources 

•  Increasing  public  education  and  outreach  to  develop  an  informed  and  involved  citizenry. 

The  failure  of  a  coordinated  approach  to  fishery  management  between  federal,  state,  and  local  management 
agencies  has,  in  part,  hindered  efforts  to  stem  the  declines  of  this  precious  economic,  cultural,  and  recreational 
resource 

U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 

We  find  it  interesting  that  when  we  go  out  to  the  regions  of  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  and  ask  what  their 
number  one  priority  is,  the  answer  is  "additional  operations  funding  for  the  National  Wildlife  Refuge  System." 
If  you  ask  fisheries  managers  the  same  question  they  respond,  "additional  funding  to  support  the  hatchery 
infrastructure ."  While  we  support  adequate  funding  for  both  the  Refuge  System  and  Fisheries  program,  it  is  our 
observation  that  as  one  peers  across  the  natural  resource  landscape  and  the  complex  problems  associated  with 
that  landscape,  it  is  clear  to  us  that  the  Refuge  System  and  Hatchery'  System  do  not  currently  have  the  broad, 
interjurisdictional  vision  or  the  physical  capacity  to  shed  light  on  or  address  the  array  of  natural  resource  prob- 
lems besetting  the  nation.  Both  of  these  Systems  which  heretofore  have  been  the  foundation  of  the  agency's 
program  —  the  Cadillacs  of  the  line,  so  to  speak  —  do  not  have  the  capacity  nor  the  deliverables  to  solve  our 
outstanding  resource  declines  —  wetlands  loss  and  endangered  species  issues.  For  the  future,  these  two  pro- 
grams must  be  viewed  as  but  two  arrows  in  the  quiver.  We  have  a  huge  investment  in  these  programs,  but  they 
must  become  much  more  sophisticated,  especially  in  working  with  and  outreach  to  private  landowners  who 
realistically  have  more  of  an  impact  on  the  resource  than  federal  land  stewards. 

I'll  go  right  into  the  recommendations: 

1.  Fisheries  and  Wildlife  Management  Assistance  (+S9, 750,000):  The  Foundation  is  recommending  a  new, 
comprehensive,  coordinated,  habitat-based  fisheries  program    One  of  the  major  problems  with  the  current 
program  is  that  over  77  percent  of  the  agency's  fisheries  budget  has  been  allocated  to  maintain  a  large  hatchery 
infrastructure,  leaving  few  resources  for  the  protection,  enhancement,  and  restoration  of  this  resource.  The 
Foundation  is  recommending  an  additional  $9.75  million  allocated  to  Fisheries  and  Wildlife  Management 
Assistance  to  conduct  activities  including: 

Status  and  Trends  (+$1.500,000).  The  Foundation  recommends  that  the  Service  develop  and  implement  a 
comprehensive  status  and  trends  program  for  the  nation's  fishery  resources.  In  developing  this  year's  Fisheries 
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and  Wildlife  Assessment,  the  Foundation  requested  information  from  the  Service  on  the  status  of  the  nation's 
fishery  resources.  Needless  to  say,  we  were  dismayed  and  astonished  by  the  Service's  lack  of  available  infor- 
mation on  the  status  of  inland  fisheries.  Adequate  information  documenting  the  status  and  trends  of  the  nation's 
aquatic  resources  and  their  habitats  is  necessary  to  establish  priorities  for  effective  restoration  activities  and 
management  actions.  There  must  be  an  accurate  accounting  of  the  abundance,  distribution,  and  health  offish 
populations  and  their  environment    This  requires  comprehensive  stock  assessments  which  are  largely  non- 
existent   In  fact,  we  believe  the  Director  of  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  should  be  able  to  provide  to  this 
Committee  an  annual  report  on  the  health  of  the  nation's  aquatic  resources.  Collection  and  analysis  of  this 
information  should  be  accomplished  in  cooperation  with  the  National  Biological  Survey 

Habitat  Restoration  (+$3.000.000).  The  Foundation  recommends  that  the  Service  develop  and  implement  a 
habitat  restoration  program    Downward  trends  in  fish  abundance  or  increased  listing  of  endangered  species 
have  been  caused  by  degraded  environments,  overharvest,  and  introduction  of  nonindigenous  species.  Contin- 
ued failure  to  reverse  such  trends  will  ultimately  require  that  sport  fishing  and  other  activities  that  significantly 
contribute  to  the  nation's  economy  will  have  to  be  restricted  or  even  halted. 

Major  Rivers  (+$3. 000.000).  Preservation  of  biological  diversity,  protection  and  recovery  of  endangered  spe- 
cies, restoration  of  altered  habitats,  and  judicious  use  of  surface  and  ground  water  are  issues  that  must  be  recon- 
ciled with  sustained  economic  development.  River  ecosystems  are  affected  by  dams,  impoundments,  point-  and 
non-point  sources  of  pollution,  water  withdrawal,  land-use,  dredging,  and  other  human  factors.  Protection  of 
river  systems  and  their  fish  and  wildlife  resources  requires  integrated  research  and  management  responses  to  the 
interjurisdictional  authorities  and  needs  of  resource  management  constituents.  Again,  this  effort  should  be 
coordinated  with  the  National  Biological  Survey. 

Endangered  Fishes  [+$2.000.0001.  The  Service's  Fisheries  Program  has  the  potential  but  lacks  the  funding  at 
present  to  effectively  participate  more  fully  in  ESA  prelisting,  listing,  consultation,  and  recovery  actions  for 
aquatic  species.  Although  $2.5  million  in  Endangered  Species  funding  is  directed  toward  fish,  virtually  none  is 
provided  to  the  Fisheries  program  to  support  its  efforts.  The  Service  should  recognize  the  important  contribu- 
tion the  Fisheries  program  can  make  in  support  of  its  ESA  responsibilities  and  provide  funding  necessary  to  take 
advantage  of  this  capability    This  is  especially  true  in  terms  of  the  propagation  of  endangered  fishes  for  recov- 
ery purposes.  Endangered,  threatened,  and  candidate  species  are  being  handled  at  33  of  the  Service's  facilities 
Propagation  of  endangered  fishes  includes  such  diverse  species  as  the  desert  pupfish,  pallid  sturgeon,  bull  trout, 
Colorado  river  cutthroat  trout,  and  the  Lost  river  sucker. 

Atlantic  Salmon  Buyout  (+$500.000).  The  Foundation  recommends  an  additional  $500,000  be  appropriated  for 
the  Service  for  continuation  of  the  Foundation's  Atlantic  Salmon  buyout.  In  1993,  the  Foundation  and  its 
partners,  the  Atlantic  Salmon  Federation  and  the  North  Atlantic  Salmon  Fund  were  able  to  reach  an  agreement 
with  the  Greenland  Home  Rule  Government  and  the  commercial  fishermen  of  Greenland  so  that  there  would  be 
no  commercial  harvest  of  Atlantic  salmon  off  Greenland  where  US.  produced  fish  feed  in  summer  in  1993  and 
1994.  The  Foundation  and  partners  raised  $500,000  in  private  funds  for  the  first  two  years  of  the  buyout. 
Simultaneously,  the  US  State  Department  provided  funding  for  a  study  to  determine  alternative  economic 
development  alternatives  for  Greenland  fishermen.  This  study  will  be  completed  in  1994.  In  the  interim,  there  is 
a  need  to  anticipate  the  need  for  an  additional  year  of  the  compensation  agreement    Hundreds  of  millions  have 
already  been  spent  in  trying  to  restore  Atlantic  salmon  with  little  success    Current  evidence  suggests  that  this 
failure  was  largely  a  result  of  high-seas  commercial  harvest  This  funding  will  help  ensure  that  over  100,000 
fish  will  return  to  spawn  in  New  England  and  Canadian  rivers  in  the  next  two  years. 
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2.  Law  Enforcement  (+$8,000,000/  75  FTE's):  The  Foundation  has  three  major  recommendations  for  the 
Division  of  Law  Enforcement:   1)  Independence  from  the  Refuge  System;  2)  Greater  centralization  in  Washing- 
ton of  the  Enforcement  program,  and  3)  Additional  base  funding  and  FTE's  for  special  agents  and  wildlife 
inspectors    Proportionately,  this  is  our  largest  recommendation  for  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  but  we  be- 
lieve that  it  is  justified  by  chronic  underfunding  and  understaffing. 

The  inadequate  numbers  of  field  enforcement  agents  —  225  total  special  agents  and  81  wildlife  inspectors  — 
becomes  even  more  daunting  when  looked  at  on  an  agent-per-acre  and  inspector-per-port  basis.  For  example, 
Region  6  covers  Montana,  Wyoming,  Utah,  Colorado,  North  Dakota,  South  Dakota,  Nebraska,  and  Kansas 
The  size  of  this  region  is  immense  --  approximately  741,440  square  miles    The  Service  only  has  25  special 
agents  assigned  to  this  region.  This  is  an  average  of  29,657.6  square  miles  for  each  special  agent  in  Region  6 
In  an  area  that  is  so  critical  for  western  species  including  grizzly  bear,  grey  wolves,  bald  eagles,  bull  trout,  and 
many  others,  this  is  completely  inadequate    Indeed,  in  Montana,  Utah,  and  Wyoming  each  special  agent  is 
responsible  for  covering  over  40,000  square  miles,  often  with  inadequate  supplies.  Agents  here  are  over- 
committed  in  a  region  where  illegal  poisoning  of  wildlife  is  an  endemic  subculture. 

3.  Coastal  Ecosystems  (+$2,650,000).   The  Foundation  strongly  supports  this  ecosystem/  watershed-based 
effort.  Coastal  Ecosystems  (formerly  the  Bay/Estuary  Program)  was  initiated  to  address  environmental  changes 
to  the  nation's  coastal  areas,  including  enormous  population  increases,  followed  by  habitat  loss,  pollution, 
species  declines,  and  increasing  numbers  of  threatened  and  endangered  species.  The  key  to  this  program  is  the 
fact  that  it  was  designed  not  to  stand  alone,  but  to  act  as  an  integrator  of  the  already  broad  capabilities,  authori- 
ties, and  resources  of  the  entire  Service  and  to  establish  working  partnerships  with  other  federal  (in  particular 
NMFS  and  EPA),  state,  and  local  agencies  and  the  private  sector    In  the  two  years  of  its  existence  nationally, 
the  program  has  accomplished  the  following: 

Reopened  hundreds  of  miles  of  coastal  stream  habitat  to  anadromous  fish  passage, 
.  Improved  water  quality  and  resultant  expansion  of  submerged  aquatic  vegetation  (a  key  indicator  of 

aquatic  environmental  quality); 

•  Expanded  stream-side  buffer  strips  to  reduce  sedimentation  and  pesticide  loading  problems; 

•  Restored  fresh-water  flows  to  tidal  wetlands  to  increase  productivity  and  prevent  salt-water  intrusions, 
and 

•  Improved  policies  and  planning  that  give  adequate  consideration  to  ecosystem  needs,  coastal  fish  and 
wildlife  resources,  and  biodiversity. 

4.  Partners  for  Wildlife  (+$1,000,000).   If  there  is  one  program  in  the  Service  that  epitomizes  the  goals  of 
ecosystem  management,  the  development  of  partnerships,  and  the  efficient  leveraging  of  funds  and  other  re- 
sources to  maximize  the  results  of  every  dollar  budgeted,  it  is  the  Partners  for  Wildlife  Program.  Program  funds 
delivered  to  the  ground  in  habitat  restoration  projects  were  matched  at  more  than  all  ratio 

In  many  cases,  the  Service  merely  provides  technical  assistance  to  landowners  on  habitat  restoration  techniques, 
and  all  actual  restoration  costs  are  shouldered  by  the  landowner.  In  other  instances,  complex  partnerships 
involving  numerous  organizations  with  shared  objectives  are  formed  to  deliver  resource  results  using  a  water- 
shed perspective    The  efforts  underway  in  the  Blackfoot  River  Valley  in  Montana  to  restore  degraded  wetland, 
riparian,  and  stream  habitats  offers  a  good  example  of  this  type  of  effort.  In  this  case,  a  $245,000  investment  by 
the  Service  resulted  in  over  $1,000,000  being  made  available  for  on-the-ground  habitat  restoration  efforts.  By 
the  way,  the  Foundation  provided  $200,000  in  matching  funds  to  jump-start  the  Blackfoot  River  Challenge. 

5.  Endangered  Species  (Support  President's  Budget).  For  FY  1995,  the  Foundation  supports  the  increase 
recommended  by  the  President's  Budget  of  approximately  $23  million    We  commend  the  Administration  for  its 
support  of  the  ESA. 
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6.  Partners  in  Flight  (+$2,000,000).  Over  76  million  Americans  participate  in  activities  related  to  migratory 
nongame  birds,  such  as  bird-watching  and  bird-feeding.  This  high  level  of  public  interest  represents  the  largest 
constituency  for  wildlife-related  recreation  in  the  country.  Despite  this  statistic,  the  Service  has  only  in  the  past 
few  years  developed  a  skeleton  infrastructure  for  addressing  the  management  of  migratory  nongame  birds.  This 
has  been  possible  primarily  because  of  small  budgetary  increases  for  the  federal-state-private  partnership  known 
as  "Partners  in  Flight,"  the  Neotropical  Migratory  Bird  Conservation  Program.  This  program,  designed  by  the 
Foundation  and  field-tested  by  numerous  agencies,  is  only  able  to  address  about  20  percent  of  the  nation's 
nongame  bird  species  due  to  underfunding.  This  program  has  made  promising  strides  in  its  first  three  years, 
largely  as  a  result  of  Foundation  funding.  It  is  time  for  the  agency  to  provide  commensurate  support. 

Each  year  this  program,  consisting  of  50  state  agencies,  14  federal  agencies,  and  1 5  private  organizations,  has 
conducted  over  one  hundred  projects  aimed  at  conserving  neotropical  migratory  birds.  These  include  monitor- 
ing riparian  bird  populations  throughout  the  state  of  Utah;  identifying  habitat  requirements  of  neotropical 
migrants  in  south  Texas,  compiling  habitat  management  information  on  neotropical  migrants  in  the  Midwest, 
implementing  habitat  management  prescriptions  for  Swainson's  warbler  in  the  Great  Dismal  Swamp,  Virginia, 
initiating  reforestation  projects  in  the  bottomland  hardwood  zone  of  the  Lower  Mississippi  River  Valley;  and 
initiating  landscape-level  planning  for  the  management  of  neotropical  migrants  in  Tennessee,  Kentucky,  and 
Alabama.  The  Foundation  in  cooperation  with  federal,  state,  corporate,  conservation,  and  academic  institutions 
is  funding  major  forest  management  research  projects  in  Maine,  Arkansas,  Illinois,  South  Carolina,  Pennsylva- 
nia, and  Alberta. 

Currently  there  is  little  accountability  for  how  the  dollars  allocated  for  Neotropical  Migrants  by  the  Service  are 
actually  being  spent  because  of  the  lack  of  oversight  both  in  Washington  and  in  the  Regions.  In  each  Regional 
Office  there  is  one-fourth  to  one-half  of  an  FTE  allocated  as  the  region's  non-game  migratory  bird  coordinator, 
and  one  full  FTE  --  currently  unfilled  ~  is  in  Washington  to  oversee  a  budget  of  approximately  $2. 1  million 
The  Foundation  recommends  that  the  Service  allocate  one  full  FTE  to  each  regional  office  to  coordinate  non- 
game  bird  activities,  and  two  FTE's  to  the  Washington  Office  to  give  a  stronger  voice  to  the  Service's  national 
approach  to  nongame  migrants.  This  FTE  increase,  nine  in  total,  will  help  provide  added  effectiveness  and 
clarity  to  Service  efforts. 

7.  Refuge  Operations  (+$8,000,000).   In  the  FY  1995  Assessment,  the  Foundation  refers  to  the  Refuge  System 
of  the  "Rodney  Dangerfield  of  land  management."  Despite  the  size  and  importance  of  the  System  --  494  ref- 
uges and  32  Wetland  Management  Districts  containing  over  915  million  acres  of  wetlands,  grasslands,  forests, 
and  other  fish  and  wildlife  habitats  stretching  across  all  50  states  —  the  Refuge  System  has  been  unable  to 
generate  public  and  financial  support  similar  to  other  land  management  agencies  such  as  the  geographically 
smaller  National  Park  Service.  This  lack  of  respect  is  showing  signs  of  change  largely  due  to  ongoing  efforts 
including:   1)  proposed  bills  on  Organic  Refuge  Legislation,  2)  Refuges  2003  refining  the  purpose  and  direc- 
tion of  refuge  management  in  commemoration  of  the  System's  100th  birthday,  and  3)  greater  interaction  with 
the  public  to  respond  to  an  ever-growing  demand  for  quality  recreation  and  interest  in  environmental  issues.  In 
fact,  the  many,  diverse  attractions  of  the  Refuge  System  draw  approximately  30  million  visitors  each  year. 

The  National  Wildlife  Refuge  System  faces  a  number  of  challenges  that  must  be  addressed  over  the  next  few 
years,  but  the  Foundation  suggests  that  there  are  three  that  are  most  pressing; 

1)  Base  Funding:  Refuge  Operations  funding  is  increasing  slightly,  but  most  of  this  year's  increase  of  $3  27 
million  is  earmarked  to  NAFTA.  The  funding  situation  has  hurt  Refuge  morale  both  from  the  perspective  of 
receiving  less  to  do  more,  and  in  comparison  to  the  land  management  budgets  of  other  natural  resource  agen- 
cies. For  example,  in  FY  1992  the  National  Park  Service  had  8  3  times  the  staff  and  received  7  times  the  fund- 
ing per  acre  of  land  managed  as  the  Refuge  System    Having  said  this,  we  recognize  that  the  refuge  system  need 
not  be  as  intensely  developed  for  visitor  services  as  Park  System  areas 
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2)  Rapid  Growth;   Since  1976,  the  Refuge  System  has  grown  by  more  than  100  refuges  and  57  million  acres,  54 
million  acres  of  which  are  in  Alaska   Over  the  past  decade,  the  Service  has  grown  by  3  6  million  acres  and  76 
new  refuges    This  is  an  average  of  increasing  the  System's  management  burden  by  over  7  new  refuges  and 
360,000  acres  per  year. 

3)  System  management:  From  all  appearances,  it  is  somewhat  misleading  to  call  the  present  management 
regime  the  National  Wildlife  Refuge  System.  Essentially,  the  National  Wildlife  Refuge  System  is  comprised  of 
seven  regionally-oriented  refuge  divisions    Although  the  Foundation  acknowledges  that  each  region  has  differ- 
ing resource  issues,  it  is  important  to  have  a  nationally  focused  plan  so  that  the  regional  refuge  programs  can 
have  similar  big-picture  goals,  and  a  stronger  team  ethic    Refuges  2003  should  provide  an  overall  mission,  and 
the  regional  refuge  programs  should  focus  on  achieving  that  overall  mission    This  should  go  a  long  way  toward 
uniting  the  focus  of  seven  distinct  regional  refuge  programs  with  diverse  priorities    Further,  refuges  have  been 
lax  in  developing  comprehensive  management  plans  and  soliciting  public  involvement    Finally,  the  Refuge 
System  must  have  the  flexibility  to  allocate  resources,  both  funds  and  FTE's,  where  they  are  most  desperately 
needed  based  upon  biological  criteria.  The  Service  should  work  in  partnership  with  the  National  Biological 
Survey,  the  Refuge  Association,  and  others  to  determine  biological  criteria  for  management    The  ability  to 
reallocate  based  upon  biological  criteria  becomes  even  more  important  as  new  units  continue  to  be  introduced 
into  the  Refuge  System. 

It  is  clear  that  all  refuges  are  not  created  equal    In  some  cases,  such  as  at  the  Pelican  Island  Refuge,  there  must 
be  constant,  on-the-ground  presence    In  other  cases,  a  minimal  amount  of  management  is  all  that  is  necessary. 
The  Service  should  provide  an  analysis  of  the  operational  needs  of  each  Refuge  and  reallocate  its  resources 
based  upon  this  assessment 

&  Project  Planning  FERC/404  (+$1,000,000).    As  the  Foundation  becomes  more  immersed  in  watershed 
protection  and  restoration,  it  has  become  apparent  that  the  relicensing  of  hydroelectric  dams  by  the  Federal 
Energy  Regulatory  Commission  (FERC)  is  an  issue  of  paramount  importance    The  opportunity  exists  for  the 
Congress  and  the  Administration  to  establish  a  proactive  process  to  evaluate  relicensings  and  ensure  adequate 
fish,  wildlife,  and  ecosystem  benefits.  Approximately  one-third  of  all  dams  nationwide  that  will  require 
relicensing  by  FERC  are  in  the  "class  of  '93"  and  what  happens  with  these  dams  will  set  the  precedent  for  much 
of  the  rest  of  the  nation    To  address  this  critical  issue  the  Foundation  recommends  the  creation  of  a  multi- 
agency  "swat  team"  to  make  recommendations  to  FERC  and  help  shape  mitigation  strategies    The  agencies 
represented  would  be  the  Service,  National  Park  Service,  Forest  Service,  and  the  National  Marine  Fisheries 
Service.  This  team  would  move  from  watershed  to  watershed  within  a  region,  ensuring  a  unified  federal  re- 
sponse   Each  region  —  New  England,  Pacific  Northwest,  Mid-Atlantic,  Great  Lakes,  etc  —  would  have  its  own 
team. 

The  team  would  serve  several  purposes.  First,  it  would  keep  FERC  and  industry  honest  by  reviewing  all  EIS's 
and  making  recommendations  within  a  comprehensive  regional  or  ecological  vision,  thereby  helping  to  ensure 
that  environmental  and  recreational  interests  are  represented  in  the  relicensing  process    Second,  it  would  enable 
the  federal  government  to  take  a  proactive  approach  to  the  relicensing  issue  and  ensure  that  the  agencies  take  a 
broader  perspective  than  just  one  dam  or  one  river    The  relicensing  of  all  dams  in  a  region  is  related,  either 
because  the  dams  may  be  in  the  same  watershed  or  because  some  mitigation  alternatives,  such  as  the  creation  of 
mitigation  trust  funds,  have  regional  implications.  Finally,  the  interagency  approach  makes  it  much  easier  for 
each  individual  agency  to  do  what  is  right,  as  they  have  the  support  of  the  other  agencies 

National  Marine  Fisheries  Service  (NMFS) 

As  we  noted  last  year,  NMFS  is  underfunded,  understaffed,  and  nearly  buried  with  increasing  responsibilities. 
In  the  absence  of  funding  to  adequately  assess  the  status  of  the  nation's  living  marine  resources  (LMR's),  the 
destruction  of  many  of  the  nation's  most  valuable  natural  resources  will  continue  to  occur    Of  those  stocks 
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whose  status  is  known  by  NMFS,  more  than  40  percent  of  marine  fisheries  are  considered  over-utilized,  and  42 
percent  are  below  the  stock  level  necessary  to  support  long  term  potential  yield.  However,  we  are  hopeful  that 
this  situation  is  turning  around.  For  FY  1995,  the  Administration,  in  recognition  of  the  important  contributions 
made  by  NMFS  as  stewards  of  the  nation's  marine  resources,  has  proposed  a  $50  million  increase  in  the 
agency's  budget.  That  is  the  first  significant  increase  in  many  years.    There  is  an  old  Russian  proverb:  "Rus- 
sians take  a  long  time  to  saddle  up,  but  they  ride  fast  "  With  marine  fisheries  we  need  to  ride  like  hell. 

A  major  problem  facing  the  agency  is  lack  of  flexibility  to  allocate  funding  to  high-priority  programs  based  on 
the  NMFS  strategic  plan  ~  now  folded  into  the  NOAA  Strategic  Plan.  In  the  past,  the  Administration  refused  to 
adequately  fund  the  agency.  In  response,  Congress  addressed  NMFS  needs  in  the  form  of  piecemeal  Congres- 
sional add-ons.  In  the  long-term  this  has  had  the  effect  of  shifting  funding  away  from  NMFS  most  pressing 
resource  needs  and  exacerbating  the  agency's  attempts  to  strategically  fund  core  priority  programs.  For  ex- 
ample, in  FY  1994  Congress  appropriated  $231  million  for  NMFS  programs.  Out  of  this  total,  5 1  percent  or 
$118  million,  is  in  the  form  of  Congressional  add-ons  rather  than  base  funding  increases.  Of  the  remaining  $113 
million,  $100  million  goes  for  salaries,  leaving  only  $13  million  for  the  agency  to  allocate  to  its  highest-priority 
program  areas. 

For  FY  1995,  NMFS  is  proposing  a  new  budget  based  on  NOAA's  Strategic  Plan.  This  new  budget  structure  is 
almost  identical  to  the  structure  recommended  by  the  Foundation  in  its  FY  1994  Fisheries  and  Wildlife  Assess- 
ment. We  urge  the  Congress  to  adopt  this  new  structure  and  support  the  agency's  core  programs.  Critical  mass 
needs  to  be  developed  in  the  agency  to  provide  leadership.  We  strongly  believe  that  this  will  allow  NMFS  to 
meet  its  commitment  to  environmental  stewardship  and  more  fully  implement  the  laws  it  is  charged  with  up- 
holding. 

As  you  probably  know,  the  second  reason  for  continued  Congressional  add-ons  has  been  a  lack  of  accountabil- 
ity by  NMFS.  NMFS  does  not  provide  the  Congress  with  detailed  program  accomplishments  in  its  Congres- 
sional Justification  that  are  tied  to  last  years  appropriations.  NMFS  must  be  sensitive  to  fact  that  the  Congress 
has  an  oversight  responsibility  to  ensure  that  federal  funds  are  spent  in  the  most  cost-efficient  manner  and  in 
accordance  the  agency's  mission.  The  Foundation  strongly  recommends  that  NMFS  correct  this  problem  as 
soon  as  possible. 

In  its  1994  Program  Evaluation  of  the  NMFS  Habitat  Office,  the  Department  of  Commerce's  Office  of  Inspec- 
tor General  noted  that  Regional  Offices  and  Science  Centers  have  the  latitude  to  set  priorities  and  allocate 
resources  independently  of  national  policy  and  priorities    The  Foundation's  assessment  indicates  that  this 
policy  extends  to  all  programmatic  areas.  The  Foundation  believes  that  some  flexibility  in  the  field  is  important 
and  appropriate.  However,  given  NMFS'  limited  resources  the  Foundation  recommends  that  the  agency  exert 
greater  control  over  the  Regional  Offices  and  Science  Centers  to  ensure  that  national  priorities  are  being  ad- 
dressed. 

Our  recommendations  are  as  follows: 

/.  Protected  Species  (+2,500,000).      In  general  the  Foundation  supports  the  funding 

level  in  the  President's  Budget,  but  would  like  to  see  some  additional  funding  alllocated  to  states  under  Section 
6  of  the  Endangered  Species  Act.  States  can  and  do  play  an  important  role  in  species  conservation  but  need 
resources  to  be  an  active  player.    NMFS  and  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  share  responsibility  for  implement- 
ing the  Endangered  Species  Act.  They  need  to  work  even  closer  on  the  issues  of  Pacific  and  Atlantic  salmon 
where  their  jurisdictions  overlap    Historically,  NMFS  has  had  less  exposure  combined  with  inadequate  funding 
and  has  fallen  short  of  pulling  its  own  weight  on  marine  mammal  and  anadromous  fish  activities    Due  to 
chronic  underfunding,  some  recovery  plans  have  sat  unimplemented  on  shelves  in  regional  offices  and  science 
centers  for  years  at  a  time.  Sometimes  recovery  plans  sit  idle  until  the  recommendations  are  no  longer  relevant 
While  we  support  the  funding  level  in  the  President's  Budget,  especially  the  increases  for  prelisting  activities 
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and  recovery  plan  implementation,  we  have  a  serious  concern  about  personnel  level  reductions.   In  our  opinion, 
it  makes  little  sense  to  provide  additional  funding  without  a  commensurate  increase  in  professional  staff  to 
accomplish  these  high  priority  activities    Inexplicably,  NMFS  Protected  Species  was  reduced  by  one  FTE  at  the 
same  time  that  they  received  a  $19  million  increase  over  the  FY  1994  enacted  level    In  the  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service,  as  a  contrast,  the  Service  received  an  additional  $40  million  and  39  additional  positions  to  allow  the 
Service  to  meet  its  obligations  under  the  ESA. 

2.  Coastal  Ecosystems  Health  (+$4,000,000).   Some  of  the  problems  associated  with  the  listing  of  Pacific 
salmon  are  prime  examples  of  what  awaits  other  fisheries  without  a  proactive  habitat  research,  protection,  and 
restoration  program    Inshore  waters  of  the  US  provide  spawning,  feeding,  and  migratory  routes  for  approxi- 
mately 75  percent  of  total  commercial  landings.  In  addition,  these  fragile  environments  also  provide  critical 
habitat  for  over  85  percent  of  the  sports  fishing  catch  off  the  Atlantic  and  Gulf  coasts  of  the  U.S.,  and  81  percent 
for  the  Pacific  Coast    In  our  opinion,  current  funding  levels  are  woefully  inadequate  for  the  task  at  hand    While 
there  is  an  increase  in  the  President's  Budget  for  NMFS  of  approximately  $2.3  million,  Coastal  Ecosystems 
Health  received  an  overall  decrease  of  almost  $10  million.  Again,  as  NMFS  is  positioned  to  receive  a  budget 
increase,  it  is  also  slated  to  lose  2  FTE's    This  makes  no  sense.   It  seems  to  us  that  programs  slated  for  increases 
in  the  President's  Budget  should  receive  additional  FTE's  while  programs  slated  for  decreased  funding  should 
receive  reductions  in  FTE's    It  is  the  net  of  this  priority-setting  process  that  should  result  in  an  overall  reduction 
in  FTE's  to  meet  the  President's  commitment  to  reinventing  government   Therefore,  we  propose  increases  for 
NMFS  in  the  following  two  areas  under  Coastal  Ecosystems  Health  Here  again  NMFS  needs  close  cooperation 
and  coordination  with  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  and  EPA. 

Habitat  Conservation,  FERC/404  (+$1.000.000):  As  we  proposed  earlier,  NMFS  should  coordinate  with  the 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  and  other  agencies  with  responsibilities  under  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Coordination  Act, 
to  provide  recommendations  on  404  permits  in  coastal  areas,  on  hydropower  relicensing,  and  on  other  federal 
projects  that  affect  coastal  ecosystems.  Here  again  I  would  like  to  point  out  that  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
has  over  350  FTE's  allocated  amongst  7  regions  to  address  these  issues  of  concern.  The  National  Marine 
Fisheries  Service  has  only  50  people.  We  believe  that  the  personnel  level  within  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
is  inadequate  to  do  the  job    If  that  is  so,  what  does  that  say  about  NMFS'  ability  to  carry  out  its  responsibilities 
under  the  law?  If  the  Russian  proverb  was  applicable  earlier,  the  cavalry  is  needed  in  this  case. 

Habitat  Restoration.  Restoration  Center  (+$3.000.000):  NMFS  does  a  lot  of  research  dealing  with  habitat 
restoration  in  coastal  areas,  and  precious  little  on-the-ground  restoration  work    While  additional  research  may 
be  necessary,  in  our  opinion,  enough  is  known  to  begin  a  vigorous,  proactive  habitat  restoration  program.  To 
date,  all  restoration  efforts  have  been  centered  in  the  Gulf  and  funded  through  the  Coastal  Wetlands  Act. 

3.  Build  Sustainable  U.S.  Fisheries  (+$10,000,000).  The  roundation  recommends  increases  for  the  following 
areas: 

Assessing  the  Status  of  Fishery  Resources  (+$4.000.000):  NMFS  must  be  able  to  make  sound  recommenda- 
tions based  on  solid  science.  Out  of  23 1  significant  commercial  stocks  assessed  by  NMFS,  the  status  of  29 
percent  is  unknown.  Out  of  the  remaining  163  stocks  that  are  known,  17  percent  are  overutilized,  and  43  per- 
cent are  fully  utilized.  There  has  been  little  to  no  improvement  in  these  statistics  for  the  past  three  years.  Even 
for  species  where  the  status  or  trend  is  known,  the  information  is  often  imprecise  and  potential  benefits  worth 
billions  are  lost  simply  because  of  poor  or  absent  information  on  biology  and  socioeconomic  benefits.  NMFS 
must  promote  more  scientific  input  into  fishery  management  decisions  so  that  we  can  set  and  enforce  sustain- 
able fisheries. 

Managing  for  Economic  Growth  (+$1.000.000):  To  achieve  long-term  economic  growth  for  both  commercial 
and  recreational  fisheries  NMFS  must  implement  management  policies  that  are  designed  to:  I)  conserve  and 
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rebuild  the  resource,  2)  establish  an  investment  climate  that  minimizes  overcapitalization  while  encouraging 
investment  in  underutilized  resources,  and  3)  encourage  the  development  of  limited  access  schemes  and  empha- 
size economic  efficiency  as  opposed  to  harvest  efficiency    To  achieve  success,  NMFS  must  undertake  the 
following: 

•  assist  in  the  development  of  domestic  and  international  management  measures  to  provide  for  stock  rebuild- 
ing, 

•  identify  depleted  and  overexploited  fishery  stocks; 

.     consider  fishing  effort  controls  such  as  limited  access,  individual  transferable  quotas  ITQs  and  enterprise- 
oriented  market  allocation;  secure  terms  for  access  by  US  commercial  and  recreational  fishing  industries  to 
international  fishery  resources; 

•  integrating  conservation  of  marine  mammals  and  endangered  species,  such  as  porpoises  and  sea  turtles,  with 
fisheries  management; 

•  Conserve  the  habitats  and  associated  ecosystems  of  living  marine  resources  in  order  to  sustain  those  re- 
sources at  optimum  levels,  and 

•  ensure  compliance  with  management  regimes  for  fishery  resources,  marine  mammals,  and  threatened  or 
endangered  species. 

Ensuring  Adequate  Compliance  (+$2.000,000):  The  Foundation  compliments  the  Administration's  proposed 
funding  increase  of  $4  4  million  for  NMFS  Law  Enforcement.  In  this  case,  a  funding  increase  was  accompa- 
nied by  an  FTE  increase  of  24    However,  even  with  this  increase  we  believe  that  base  funding  remains  insuffi- 
cient to  meet  law  enforcement's  multitudinous  responsibilities,  particularly  in  the  current  climate  of  Amend- 
ment 5  in  the  Northeast,  Pacific  salmon  listings  in  the  Northwest,  TED's  in  the  Gulf,  and  various  Asian  nations 
poaching  fish  in  the  waters  of  the  Pacific  Northwest  and  Alaska. 

As  if  the  current  workload  were  not  enough,  the  Foundation  is  also  concerned  about  the  effect  of  Individual 
Transferable  Quotas  (ITQ's)  and  other  limited  access  schemes  on  NMFS  Law  Enforcement  capabilities.  The 
Foundation  strongly  supports  limited  access  mechanisms    Their  success,  however,  is  heavily  dependent  upon 
an  effective  law  enforcement  regime.  Enforcement  of  ITQ's  requires  a  different  approach  from  conventional 
fisheries  management  plans    Chief  enforcement  concerns  are: 

.     Unqualified  fishers  (those  who  were  not  eligible  for  a  quota  share)  or  fishermen  who  have  caught  their  quota 
will  continue  to  fish  and  market  their  catch  through  the  back  channels  of  the  commercial  fishing  industry 
This  is  commonly  referred  to  as  "quota  busting." 

•  Fishers  will  "high  grade"  their  catch:  that  is,  continually  harvest  fish  at  sea  and  selectively  keep  only  the 
large  or  the  most  profitable  fish.  This  type  of  fishing  would,  of  course,  allow  a  greater  number  offish  to  be 
harvested,  and  would  increase  the  mortality  rate 

•  Major  fish-harvesting  corporations  which  are,  or  may  become,  foreign-controlled  will  have  access  to  an  ITQ 
regulated  fishery  to  the  exclusion  of  American  fishers 

If  a  fishery  management  regime  is  to  be  successful,  there  must  be  confidence  that  there  will  not  be  cheating  in 
the  system.  Cheating  both  damages  the  resource  and  removes  the  incentive  to  abide  by  the  rules    For  example, 
successful  implementation  of  the  management  system  may  be  the  only  hope  that  the  New  England 


115 


groundfishery  presently  has    NMFS  Law  Enforcement  must  receive  the  appropriate  dollars  and  personnel  to 
provide  both  a  dockside  and  a  high  seas  presence  to  deter  cheaters,  monitor  fleet  activities,  and  protect  fishery 
resources. 

As  an  example,  in  the  Northeast  Region,  stretching  from  Maine  to  North  Carolina,  there  are  a  mere  24  agents 
Out  of  necessity  Law  Enforcement  personnel  have  had  to  focus  on  dockside  enforcement  activities    Although 
NMFS  LE  is  training  the  Coast  Guard  to  take  some  of  the  high  seas  burden,  they  do  not  approach  a  level  of 
deterrence  that  would  scare  anyone.  There  is  currently  no  daily  presence  of  NMFS  enforcement  agents  on 
Northwest  Atlantic  vessels. 

Reducing  Bvcatch  (+$2.000.000):  In  the  President's  Budget,  Bycatch  received  a  decrease  of  $721,000   The 
Foundation  believes  that  these  activities  should  be  a  high  priority  and  are  key  to  any  policy  aimed  at  rebuilding 
and  maintaining  fishery  resources.  The  heavy  bycatches  of  non-target  resources  by  the  American  fishing 
industry  is  a  major  impediment  to  increased  fishery  yields  and  substantial  economic  gains    Many  methods  of 
fishing  are  nonselective,  and  this  results  in  bycatch  of  some  species,  including  marine  mammals  and  endangered 
or  threatened  species,  while  fishing  for  other  species,  as  well  as  the  capture  of  undesired  sizes  (e.g.,  juveniles)  of 
some  target  species    Bycatch  sometimes  results  in  at  sea  discarding  of  a  large  portion  of  the  catch,  although  the 
extent  is  poorly  known  in  many  fisheries.  It  is  also  the  cause  of  significant  losses  of  potential  economic  benefits 
when  directed  fisheries  are  closed  because  of  heavy  "prohibited  species"  bycatch  (e.g.,  Pacific  salmon  takes  in 
the  Alaska  groundfish  fishery).  In  some  cases,  the  bycatch  problem  contributes  to  overfishing  itself,  and  may 
jeopardize  recovery  of  a  depleted  stock  (e.g.,  Gulf  of  Mexico  juvenile  red  snapper  caught  in  the  shrimp  trawl 
fishery). 

To  address  the  bycatch  problem,  fishing  technologies  and/or  practices  may  need  to  be  modified,  and  in  some 
cases,  the  use  of  observers  to  detect  actual  bycatch  levels  may  result  in  avoiding  closure  of  a  fishery  before  it 
has  caught  the  allowable  amount.  Failure  to  reduce  bycatch  in  U.S.  fisheries  will  result  in  continued  resource 
depletion  and  loss  of  economic  benefits  for  both  directed  and  non-target  species. 

National  Biological  Survey 

The  National  Biological  Survey  (NBS)  was  established  in  FY  1994  to  accomplish  three  major  goals:   1)  con- 
solidate all  biological  research  activities  within  the  Department  of  the  Interior  into  a  single  organization,  thus 
giving  scientists  and  scientific  research  more  clout  and  maximizing  their  efficiency,  2)  separate  research  from 
daily  management  activities  to  foster  a  "big  picture"  approach  and  provide  unbiased,  scientifically  unassailable 
data,  and  3)  establish  a  base  for  a  comprehensive  survey  of  the  nation's  biological  resources.  If  successful,  NBS 
will  identify  and  avoid  contentious  resource  management  issues,  such  as  endangered  species  conflicts,  by 
identifying  them  in  advance  and  planning  ahead  to  avoid  "train  wrecks."  The  Foundation  applauds  the  efforts 
of  the  Administration  to  get  NBS  off  the  ground,  and  fully  supports  the  NBS  quest  to  unify  the  Department  of 
the  Interior's  research  efforts  and  data  and  provide  guidance  for  ecosystem  management. 

We  feel  strongly  that  to  be  successful,  NBS  cannot  become  an  "ivory  tower  of  science"  and  must  maintain 
workable  linkages  to  other  Department  of  the  Interior  bureaus    NBS,  and  its  budget  of  approximately  $1 80 
million,  simply  does  not  have  the  financial  or  personnel  resources  to  provide  support  for  the  combined,  complex 
land  management  issues  faced  by  the  National  Park  Service,  BLM,  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  and  other  land 
managing  agencies  within  the  Department  at  the  same  time  that  it  takes  a  "big  picture"  approach  and  gets  ahead 
of  impending  train  wrecks    I  would  not  want  to  be  the  Director  of  the  agency  that  had  to  balance  a  cross- 
agency,  cross-landscape,  and  into-the-future  perspective  with  such  an  inadequate  budget. 

We  are  encouraged  that  the  Secretary  plans  to  focus  on  twelve  priority  ecosystems.  We  believe  that  it  is  about 
time  the  Department  was  able  to  set  resource  priorities  on  a  national  scale.  We  have  heard,  however,  that  there 
are  two  pots  of  funding  available  to  NBS:    1)  the  base  budget,  and  2)  funding  to  accomplish  other  initiatives  -- 
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around  $20  million.  This  $20  million  will  be  allocated  both  toward  research  activities  in  12  priority  ecosys- 
tems, and  to  respond  to  land  management  agency  research  needs.  If  NBS  truly  wants  to  have  a  large  impact  on 
priority  ecosystems,  then  they  should  do  one  of  the  following:  a)  reduce  the  number  of  ecosystems  to  focus 
funding  and  maximize  impacts,  or  b)  align  the  base  budget  to  more  adequately  address  efforts  on  the  priority 
ecosystems. 

NBS  does  have  some  other  ongoing  activities  that  are  noteworthy.  For  instance,  NBS  is  developing  a  strategic 
plan  for  the  Bureau.  A  clear  vision  put  into  place  by  Secretary  Babbitt  through  a  newly  appointed  Director  will 
be  tantamount  to  the  fulfillment  of  the  Bureau's  mission.  Also,  NBS  is  also  developing  a  research  needs  pro- 
cess by  which  to  gather  and  prioritize  land  management  agency  research  needs    In  past  assessments  we  criti- 
cized Research  in  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  for  not  developing  such  a  process  or  such  a  vision 

Mr  Chairman,  we  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  speak  before  you  today  on  these  important  issues.  We  will  take 
any  questions  you  might  have. 
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BACKGROUND  MEMORANDUM 


Members,  Subcommittee  on  Environment  and  Natural 
Resources  and  the  Subcommittee  on  Fisheries  Management 

Subcommittee  Staff 

Oversight  Hearing:  The  President's  fiscal  year  1995 
budget  request  for  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service, 
the  National  Marine  Fisheries  Service,  and  the  National 
Biological  Survey 


On  Tuesday,  April  12,  1994,  the  Subcommittee  on  Environment  and 
Natural  Resources  and  the  Subcommittee  on  Fisheries  Management 
will  hold  a  joint  hearing  to  examine  the  President's  requested 
budget  for  several  agencies  that  play  significant  roles  in  fish 
and  wildlife  management.   Witnesses  will  be  Ms.  Mollie  Beattie, 
Director  of  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service;  Mr.  Rollie  Schmitten, 
Assistant  Administrator  for  Fisheries  of  the  National  Oceanic  and 
Atmospheric  Administration;  Mr.  Gene  Hester,  Deputy  Director  of 
the  National  Biological  Survey;  and  Mr.  Amos  Eno,  Executive 
Director  of  the  National  Fish  and  Wildlife  Foundation.   The 
hearing  will  begin  at  1:30PM  in  room  1334  of  the  Longworth  House 
Office  Building. 

The  purpose  of  the  hearing  is  to  review  the  proposed  fiscal  year 
1995  budgets  for  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  the  National 
Marine  Fisheries  Service,  and  the  National  Biological  Survey. 
The  National  Fish  and  Wildlife  Foundation,  which  was  established 
by  Congress  in  1984,  will  also  provide  testimony  on  the  budget 
requests.   The  Foundation  has  provided  nonpartisan  assessments  of 
the  policy,  funding,  and  personnel  needs  of  these  agencies  for 
the  past  several  years. 

U.S.  FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  SERVICE 

The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  (FWS)  conserves,  protects  and 
enhances  fish  and  wildlife  and  their  habitats  and  has  principal 
responsibilities  and  authority  for  migratory  birds,  threatened 
and  endangered  species,  and  certain  marine  mammals.   The  FWS 
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currently  manages  92  million  acres  encompassing  a  system  of  510 
National  Wildlife  Refuges,  32  waterfowl  production  areas,  and  51 
coordination  areas. 

For  FY  95,  the  President  has  requested  $710.6  million  for  FWS 
programs  subject  to  annual  appropriations.   This  is  $29.9  million 
above  the  FY  94  appropriated  level  of  $680.7  million.   The  FWS 
budget  includes  over  $23  million  for  implementation  of  the 
President's  Pacific  Northwest  Forest  Plan,  nearly  half  of  which 
($10  million)  will  be  directed  to  the  "Jobs  in  the  Woods'* 
initiative  to  create  watershed  restoration  job  opportunities  for 
unemployed  timber  workers.   The  FWS  also  proposes  increases  of 
$10.9  million  for  operational  needs  related  to  implementation  of 
the  North  American  Free  Trade  Agreement  (NAFTA)  and  $2.8  million 
for  the  restoration  of  the  South  Florida  Ecosystem. 

I.    The  Resource  Management  account  comprises  the  bulk  of  FWS 
operations.  It  is  broken  down  into  the  following  categories: 

0  Ecological  Services  consists  of  the  Endangered  Species 
Program,  the  Habitat  Conservation  Program,  and  the  Environmental 
Contaminants  Program.  The  proposed  FY  95  budget  request  for 
Ecological  Services  is  $158  million,  $41.7  million  more  than  what 
was  appropriated  in  FY  94.   It  includes  a  $24.8  million  increase 
for  endangered  species,  a  $16.9  million  increase  for  habitat 
conservation,  and  a  $1.4  million  increase  for  environmental 
contaminants  work. 

0  Refuges  and  Wildlife  includes  the  operation  and  mainten- 
ance of  the  National  Wildlife  Refuge  System,  the  enforcement  of 
Federal  wildlife  laws,  and  migratory  bird  management.   The 
proposed  FY  95  budget  request  for  this  program  is  $221.2  million, 
$9.2  million  more  than  the  amount  appropriated  in  FY  94.   FWS  is 
requesting  $170.4  million  ($7.5  million  more  than  FY  94)  for 
Refuge  Operations  and  Maintenance,  $36.5  million  ($1.5  million 
more  than  FY  94)  for  Law  Enforcement  Operations,  and  $15.6 
million  ($613,000  more  than  FY  94)  for  migratory  bird  management. 

Last  September,  the  Acting  Inspector  General  for  the  Department 
of  the  Interior  issued  a  report  on  the  maintenance  of  wildlife 
refuges.   The  study  concluded  that,  of  the  27  refuges  surveyed, 
the  FWS  had  not  maintained  the  refuges  in  a  manner  which  would 
effectively  enhance  and  protect  wildlife  and  provide  a  safe  and 
aesthetic  experience  for  the  public.   The  study  cited  the 
inadequacy  of  FWS  funding  requests  for  refuge  maintenance  and  the 
lack  of  additional  funding  to  accompany  the  addition  of  new 
refuges  as  reasons  for  this  problem.   The  maintenance  backlog  has 
increased  71  percent,  from  $229  million  in  1989  to  $323  million 
in  1992. 

Although  the  FY  95  budget  request  seeks  a  total  increase  of  $7.5 
million  for  Refuge  Operations  &  Maintenance,  only  $500,000  of 
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that  will  be  devoted  to  activities  to  reduce  the  maintenance 
backlog  on  refuges.   Instead,  most  of  the  requested  increase  will 
be  used  for  NAFTA-related  activities,  conservation  planning,  and 
ecosystem  management. 

0  Fisheries  includes  fish  hatchery  operations  and 
maintenance,  and  the  management  of  anadromous,  interstate  and 
international  fishery  resources.   The  FWS  currently  manages  77 
fish  hatcheries,  5  fish  technology  centers,  9  fish  health 
centers,  and  54  fishery  resource  offices.   The  proposed  FY  95 
budget  request  for  this  program  is  $68.0  million,  an  increase  of 
$1.7  million  from  FY  94.   This  total  reflects  a  decrease  in 
hatchery  operations  and  maintenance  and  an  increase  in  fish  and 
wildlife  management  assistance. 

II.  The  Construction  account  provides  for  the  construction 
activities  at  wildlife  refuges,  fish  hatcheries  and  research 
facilities.   The  FY  95  budget  request  for  this  account  is  $35.5 
million,  $38.0  million  less  than  the  amount  appropriated  last 
year.   While  decreases  are  proposed  for  all  construction  and 
rehabilitation  projects,  $26  million  is  requested  for 
construction  of  the  National  Education  &  Training  Center  in  West 
Virginia. 

III.  The  Land  Acquisition  account  provides  funding  from  the  Land 
and  Water  Conservation  Fund  (LWCF)  for  acquisition  of  lands  to 
protect  important  fish  and  wildlife  habitat.   Lands  acquired 
become  part  of  the  National  Wildlife  Refuge  System.   The  proposed 
FY  95  budget  request  for  this  account  is  $86.2  million,  $3.5 
million  more  than  the  amount  appropriated  last  year.   Of  this 
total,  $2  million  is  earmarked  for  land  exchange  projects  in 
order  to  maximize  land  protection  while  using  as  little 
appropriated  funding  as  possible. 

IV.  The  FY  95  budget  request  includes  $524.8  million  in 
permanently  appropriated  funds  —  $20.7  million  more  than  last 
year.   The  following  programs  receive  these  funds: 

0  Migratory  Bird  Conservation  Account:  funds  land 
acquisition  for  migratory  waterfowl  habitat  conservation  with 
receipts  from  the  sale  of  "duck  stamps",  import  duties  on  arms 
and  ammunition,  and  entrance  fees  on  wildlife  refuges.   The  total 
of  receipts  anticipated  for  FY  95  is  estimated  to  be  $40.9 
million,  roughly  the  same  amount  that  was  collected  last  year. 

0  National  Wildlife  Refuge  Fund:  provides  payments  to 
counties  in  which  FWS  lands  are  located  in  order  to  compensate 
for  the  tax  revenue  that  would  have  been  generated  if  the  lands 
had  remained  in  private  hands.   Funding  for  this  program  is 
derived  from  net  revenues  from  the  sale  of  grazing  rights, 
mineral  resources,  timber  and  other  products  from  Service  lands 
and  from  direct  appropriations.   The  Administration  is  requesting 
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an  appropriation  of  $13.7  million  and  estimates  that  net  receipts 
will  be  $3.65  million  in  FY  95.  The  total  ($17.4  million)  would 
provide  79%  of  the  full  entitlement  to  counties  as  required  by 
the  Refuge  Revenue  Sharing  Act  (16  U.S.C.  7155). 

0  Sport  Fish  Restoration  Program  (Wallop-Breaux) :  provides 
funding  for  states  to  implement  sport  fish  restoration  and 
enhancement  projects.   It  is  funded  by  an  excise  tax  on  fishing 
tackle,  a  portion  of  the  Federal  tax  on  motorboat  fuels,  and 
import  duties  on  fishing  tackle  and  recreational  boats.   The  FWS 
estimates  that  $226  million  will  be  collected  in  taxes  and  duties 
for  distribution  in  FY  95  ($18.3  million  more  than  in  FY  94). 

0  Federal  Aid  in  Wildlife  Restoration  (Pittman-Robertson) : 

provides  funding  for  states  to  carry  out  wildlife  restoration 
projects.   It  is  funded  by  an  excise  tax  on  sporting  arms  and 
ammunition,  handguns,  bows  and  arrows.   It  is  estimated  that 
$180.3  million  will  be  collected  for  distribution  to  the  states 
in  FY  95,  compared  to  $197.9  million  in  FY  94. 

0  North  American  Wetlands  Conservation  Fund:  provides 
funding  for  land  acquisition,  restoration,  and  management  of 
wetlands  in  Canada,  Mexico  and  the  U.S.   The  Fund  was  established 
by  the  North  American  Wetlands  Conservation  Act  of  1989,  and  is 
financed  through  the  receipts  from  fines  collected  pursuant  to 
the  Migratory  Bird  Conservation  Act  and  interest  on  deposits  into 
the  Federal  Aid  in  Wildlife  Restoration  Fund.   The  FY  95  budget 
estimates  that  $13.6  million  will  be  available  from  these 
sources.   In  addition,  a  $14.0  million  appropriation  is 
requested. 

0  African  Elephant  Conservation  Fund:  established  by  the 
African  Elephant  Conservation  Act  of  1988,  which  authorized  $5 
million  annually  for  expenditures  on  elephant  conservation 
projects  in  Africa.   The  FY  95  request  includes  $1.14  for  this 
purpose  —  the  same  as  last  year. 

NATIONAL  MARINE  FISHERIES  SERVICE 

The  National  Marine  Fisheries  Service  (NMFS)  is  a  bureau  of  the 
Department  of  Commerce's  National  Oceanic  and  Atmospheric 
Administration  (NOAA) .   NMFS  is  responsible  for  the  management  of 
marine  and  anadromous  fisheries  in  the  U.S.  exclusive  economic 
zone.   NMFS  is  also  responsible  for  implementation  of  the 
Endangered  Species  Act  for  marine  and  anadromous  species  and  for 
implementation  of  the  Marine  Mammal  Protection  Act. 

In  1993,  NOAA  developed  a  strategic  plan  that  is  reflected  in  a 
new  budget  structure  for  the  FY  95  budget  request.   The  new 
budget  structure  emphasizes  programmatic  objectives,  rather  than 
administrative  structure.   While  this  new  structure  provides  a 
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clearer  view  of  NOAA's  issue-oriented  funding  priorities,  it  is 
more  difficult  to  determine  funding  levels  for  specific  statutory 
directives. 

I.  To  build  sustainable  U.S.  fisheries,  NOAA  is  requesting 
$258.8  million  in  FY  95.   This  is  an  increase  of  $12.6  million 
over  the  FY  94  appropriation  for  these  programs.   Of  this  amount, 
$207.7  million  is  for  programs  within  NMFS,  $11.8  million  is  for 
fisheries-related  research  in  other  parts  of  NOAA,  $27.7  million 
is  for  program  support,  and  $9.1  million  is  requested  to  be 
appropriated  from  various  special-purpose  funds. 

II.  To  promote  the  recovery  of  protected  species,  NOAA  has 
requested  a  total  of  $50.6  million  in  FY  95,  a  $19.5  million 
increase  over  the  FY  94  appropriation.   This  includes  species 
which  NOAA  has  responsibility  for  under  the  Endangered  Species 
Act  and  the  Marine  Mammal  Protection  Act  —  all  marine  mammals 
other  than  sea  otters,  polar  bears,  walrus,  and  dugong.   Most  of 
these  activities  are  conducted  within  NMFS. 

III.  A  third  component  of  NOAA's  fisheries  related  activities  is 
the  health  of  coastal  ecosystems.   Although  these  activities  were 
reduced  by  $9.9  million  in  the  FY  95  request,  NOAA  has  requested 
a  $2.3  million  increase  for  the  NMFS  habitat  conservation 
program. 

In  terms  of  the  traditional  NOAA  budget  structure,  the 
Administration's  request  for  FY  95  for  NMFS  is  $281.2  million. 
This  amount  is  $50.5  million  over  the  FY  94  appropriation.   A 
table  that  "crosswalks"  the  old  budget  structure  to  the  new  is 
available  from  the  Subcommittees  on  request. 

NATIONAL  BIOLOGICAL  SURVEY 

The  National  Biological  Survey  (NBS)  is  a  bureau  in  the 
Department  of  the  Interior  (DOI) .   Its  mission  is  to  gather, 
analyze,  and  disseminate  biological  information  in  support  of 
resource  management.   In  establishing  the  NBS,  numerous 
facilities,  programs,  and  personnel  were  transferred  from  other 
DOI  bureaus,  including  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  the  United 
States  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  and  the  National  Park  Service. 
This  reorganization  was  intended  to  streamline  biological 
research,  inventory,  and  monitoring  programs  within  the 
Department  and  is  mostly  complete. 

For  FY  95  the  President  is  requesting  a  total  of  $176.8  million 
for  the  NBS.   This  request  is  $9.6  million  (5.7%)  above  the  level 
appropriated  for  FY  94.   The  NBS  budget  is  divided  into  7  major 
categories:   research  (49%) ;  inventory  and  monitoring  (13%)  ; 
information  transfer  (10%);  cooperative  units  (9%);  facilities 
operation  and  maintenance  (9%) ;  administration  (10%) ;  and 
construction  (<1%)  . 
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I.  Research  Programs  make  up  $86,199  million,  roughly  49%,  of 
the  NBS  budget  reguest  for  FY  95.   This  total  includes  $19,904 
million  for  Species  Biology  (-$1.0  million  from  FY  94),  $13,461 
million  for  Population  Dynamics  (-$0.3  million  from  FY  94)  and 
$52,834  million  for  Ecosystems  (+$4.8  million  from  FY  94).   Most 
of  the  reguested  increase  for  ecosystems  research  will  be 
directed  towards  the  Pacific  Northwest  forest  ecosystems  ($2.3 
million)  and  South  Florida  ecosystems,   including  the  Everglades 
($2  million).   Additional  resources  will  be  directed  towards 
developing  conservation  technigues  to  facilitate  long  term 
preservation  of  declining  or  endangered  species,  and  in 
conducting  short  term  "tactical  research"  to  assist  resource 
managers  to  make  significant  and  immediate  resource  management  or 
field  operational  decisions.   The  NBS  is  proposing  to  end  funding 
of  acid  precipitation  mitigation  studies  ($-0.4  million)  which 
will  be  completed  with  FY  94  funds. 

Although  no  increase  for  non-native  species  research  is 
reguested,  the  NBS  has  made  this  issue  a  research  priority. 

II.  Monitoring  and  inventory  programs  total  $22,383  million, 
about  13%  of  the  FY  95  reguest.   This  represents  an  increase  of 
$822,000  (3.8%)  above  the  FY  94  appropriation.   The  NBS  has 
responsibility  for  collecting  and  disseminating  information  from 
a  variety  of  programs,  or  portions  of  programs  which  existed 
previously  in  other  agencies.   Examples  of  these  programs  are  the 
Gap  Analysis  Program  and  the  National  Water  Quality  Assessment 
Program.   The  NBS  has  reguested  additional  resources  ($0.5 
million)  to  develop  better  linkages  among  inventory  and 
monitoring  programs  with  different  standards  and  objectives.   In 
FY  95,  the  NBS  plans  to  produce  the  first  "Status  and  Trends" 
report  on  the  nation's  biological  resources.   The  report,  which 
will  be  published  biennially,  will  provide  a  national  framework 
for  identifying  research  needs. 

III.  Information  transfer  is  a  major  function  of  the  NBS  and  the 
FY  95  reguest  includes  $17,670  million,  an  increase  of  $3,887 
million  (28.2%)  above  FY  94  levels.   This  amount  includes  $2.5 
million  to  develop  the  "information  infrastructure"  to  locate 
monitoring  and  inventory  data  and  help  make  that  data  available 
to  users,  and  $1.5  million  to  develop  partnerships  with  other 
federal  agencies,  states,  and  private  non-governmental  agencies. 
This  funding  will  help  identify  and  increase  access  to  existing 
information,  improve  integration  of  data,  and  promote  agreements 
on  data  format  and  standards. 

IV.  Funding  for  the  Cooperative  Research  Units  totals  $16,188 
million  and  is  increased  $839,000  (5.4%)  over  FY  94  levels. 

V.  The  Facilities  Operations  and  Maintenance  funding  is 
proposed  to  be  increased  by  $942,000  (6.0%)  to  a  total  of  $16,547 
million.   This  funding  supports  the  more  than  $200  million 
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capital  investment  in  NBS  research  facilities,  including  12 
research  centers,  40  field  stations  and  50  cooperative  research 
units. 

VI.   The  $17,511  million  requested  for  NBS  Administration  is  an 
increase  of  $813,000  (4.9%).   This  amount  reflects  increases  in 
General  Services  Administration  charges  for  office  space  and  for 
new  space  in  Anchorage,  Alaska,  Fort  Collins,  Colorado,  and 
Dixon,  California. 

VTI.   For  Construction  the  President  is  requesting  $300,000  for 
FY  95,  a  reduction  of  $1,117  million  from  FY  94.   These  funds 
will  fully  equip  and  complete  construction  of  the  new  Lake 
Superior  research  vessel  —  R/V  SISCOWET. 
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Mary  A.  Davidson 

7106  Guadalupe  St. 

Austin,  TX  78752-3006 


The  Honorable  Representative  W.  J.  Tauzin 
2320  Rayburn  House  Office  Building 
Washington,  D.C.  20515 


February  22, 1994 

Dear  Representative  Tauzin; 

Ten  years  ago  we  bought  1.45  acres  of  land  from  some  friends.  The  property 
about  20  miles  north  west  of  Austin,  Texas  seemed  ideal  for  our  homestead. 
We  were  not  able  to  build  at  that  time  due  to  lack  of  finances.  During  the 
next  nine  years  we  worked  to  reach  the  point  where  we  could  build.  Between 
1986  and  1992  we  spent  time  working  jobs  outside  the  State  of  Texas.  When 
we  returned  to  our  home  in  Austin  in  1992  we  settled  back  into  our  house  in 
town  with  the  intention  of  now  building  on  our  property.  In  August  of  1992 
we  made  a  request  through  an  engineer  to  obtain  permission  from  US.  Fish 
and  Wildlife  (FWS)  as  required  by  a  letter  that  comes  with  the  Travis  County 
building  permit.   I  would  like  to  quote  from  this  letter: 

"Generally,  future  construction  on  individual, 
undeveloped  lots  in  subdivisions  that  have  existing 
roads  and  some  existing  houses  will  not  create  a 
problem  for   the  golden-cheeked  warbler." 

I  have  enclosed  a  copy  of  this  letter.  After  waiting  three  and  a  half  months 
FWS  responded  by  sending  us  a  letter  declaring  our  property  was  habitat  and 
telling  us  that  we  must  request  a  10A  permit  from  their  office.  When  I  called 
to  ask  what  we  would  have  to  do  to  properly  complete  the  10-A  permit 
process,  I  realized  there  was  no  way  we  would  be  able  to  financially  handle 
the  extensive  studies  that  must  be  done  to  obtain  this  10A  permit.  I  also  did 
not  have  excess  land  with  which  to  "mitigate"  our  use  of  our  property.  I  was 
very  frustrated  because  I  had  been  told  by  other  FWS  staff  that  the  10-A 
permit  was  never  intended  for  small  land  owners  and  that  the  cost  of 
persuing  that  permit  was  astronomical. 

I  asked  my  State  Representative  Susan  Combs  to  request  US.  Fish  and 
Wildlife  reconsider  our  request.  I  provided  information  with  a  tax  map  to 
show  surrounding  land  was  already  subdivided.  Many  of  these  properties 
have  existing  houses  which  are  occupied  year  round.     I  understood  from 
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Representative  Combs  that  when  these  documents  were  presented  to  Mr. 
Hamilton,  State  Administrator  of  the  FWS  he  said  that  such  a  small  piece  of 
property  as  ours,  which  has  existing  housing  surrounding  it,  should  not  be 
required  to  obtain  a  10A  permit.  It  seems  Mr.  Hamilton  sent  the  request  on 
to  his  FWS  staff  biologists  where  the  position  then  changed.  The  staff 
biologists  would  not  reevaluate  their  decision.  They  insisted  that  our  case 
would  require  a  10-A  permit. 

I  am  very  disturbed  by  what  has  happened  to  us.  No  one  from  US.  Fish  and 
Wildlife  has  ever  had  to  show  me  on  what  criteria  they  used  to  determine 
that  building  a  single  family  home  on  our  property  will  cause  a  taking  of 
habitat.  It  seems  unfair  that  they  can  make  a  determination  without  showing 
us  precisely  how  our  building  a  home  would  cause  a  "take".  There  is  no 
evidence  that  there  are  any  birds  on  our  property.  I  was  never  notified  in  the 
entire  time  we  have  owned  this  property  that  any  changes  were  taking  place 
that  would  cause  us  not  to  be  able  to  build.  These  changes  which  brought 
these  new  requirements  came  about  sometime  in  1990  while  we  were  out  of 
state.  We  have  always  paid  our  taxes  on  this  property  so  these  tax  offices 
would  have  had  a  current  address  if  notices  were  sent  out.  I  am  begging  you 
to  look  at  this  injustice. 

A  mile  away  the  Audubon  Society  has  about  1000  acres,  much  of  which  has 
been  acquired  in  the  last  ten  years.  Also  in  the  same  area  there  is  a  rock 
quarry  working  year  round.  A  mile  down  the  road  is  a  new  subdivision  with 
thirteen  lots  -  all  but  four  are  sold.  This  subdivision  started  being  developed 
in  the  fall  of  1993.  Some  of  these  lots  are  less  then  a  mile  from  our  property 
and  they  were  able  to  get  the  approval  from  FWS  to  put  homes  on  these  lots. 
Why  is  my  one  house  "urbanization"  yet  this  subdivision  of  thirteen  houses 
is  not?  There  were  no  existing  houses  where  this  subdivision  was  developed. 
Yet  at  the  same  time  we  have  houses  existing  around  our  property  and  they 
consider  our  building  a  single  family  home  to  be  "urbanization". 

Where  does  this  leave  me?  It  appears  I  have  been  robbed  of  my  right  to  use 
the  land  I  bought.  There  must  be  a  way  both  the  birds  and  some  people  could 
share  this  space.  This  statement  taken  from  an  article  written  by  Skip 
Richards  which  appeared  in  January /February  94  issue  of  Land  Rights  Letter, 
Gloversville,  N.Y.  states  the  problem  well. 

"Government  planners  are  becoming  the  new  feudal  landlords  of  a 
society  where  opportunity  shrinks  as  the  social  classes  stratify  and 
rigidify-thanks  in  part  to  the  oppressive  and  largely  ineffective 
regulatory  burden  they  continue  to  heap  upon  us.  We  are  backsliding 
into  a  new  medieval  era  ruled  by  the  high  priest  of  preservationist 
"science"  and  politically  correct  collectivist  dogma.  " 

This  sure  smacks  in  the  face  of  freedom. 
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My  husband  and  I  are  living  in  the  house  we  bought  fourteen  years  ago.  This 
house  is  1600  sq.  feet  with  two  bedrooms.  We  have  three  children  and  have 
far  outgrown  this  house.  We  cannot  go  on  endlessly  waiting.  We  can  not 
afford  to  buy  land  somewhere  else.  No  one  would  be  interested  in  buying  our 
existing  property  if  it  can't  be  built  on.  There  isn't  anything  I  can  do  with  1.45 
acres  other  than  use  it  for  a  home.  Surely  you  can  see  the  imbalance  here.  Is 
the  economic  impact  on  me  of  any  importance  to  those  who  have  the  power 
to  impose  these  requirements.  We  just  want  to  be  allowed  to  live  on  the  land 
we  worked  so  hard  to  get. 

Please  consider  asking  congress  to  open  re-authorization  of  the  Endangered 
Species  Act  to  allow  necessary  changes  to  modify  the  Act  into  a  more 
"humane"  law. 

I  have  enclosed  several  documents  related  to  our  situation  for  your  review. 
If  our  situation  appears  to  merit  your  action  please  intercede  for  us  by 
contacting  the  US  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  office  in  Austin  and  let  Mr.  Sam 
Hamilton  (512  482-5454,  611  E.  Sixth  St.,  Rm.  407,  Austin,  TX  78701)  hear  from 
you.  I  look  forward  to  hearing  from  you  in  regard  to  this  issue.  Thank  you. 


Sincerely,  C 

Mary  AcDavidson 
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KEY  Group  Engineering 


Field  Supervisor 

U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 

United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

611  E.  6th  Street   Suite  449 

Austin,  Texas  70701 

Attn:  Ms.  Karen  Cathey  VIA  HAND  DELIVERY 

Re:  Proposed  Residence  on  a  Partition  of  a  25.4  acre  tract  in  the 
W.D.  Fisher  Survey  A  -2212,  in  Travis  County,  Texas. 

Dear  Ms.  Cathey: 

Enclosed  you  will  find  information  concerning  the  construction  of 
a  single  family  home  located  0.5  mile  off  Lime  Creek  Road  in 
Northwest  Travis  County.  A  location  map  has  been  provided.  The 
site  is  generally  vegetated  with  live  oak,  cedar  elm,  and 
juniper  cedar  as  well  as  native  grasses.  The  sites  are  relatively 
dense  in  immature  juniper  cedar  trees.  The  tract  is  in  a 
relatively  natural  state  with  some  aged  building  materials  stored 
on  site. 

On  August  3,  1993,  the  site  was  walked  and  ground  photographs 
were  taken.  These  photographs  of  the  area  are  included  for  your 
review.  A  general  and  site  specific  location  map  have  also  been 
included . 

We  are  requesting  that  you  review  this  information  and  respond 
concerning  the  presence  of  endangered  species  in  order  that  we 
comply  with  the  Endangered  Species  Act. 

Should  you  need  any  additional  information  or  have  any  questions, 
please  call  me  at  (512)'  328-1793.  Thank  you  for  your 
consideration  on  this  project. 

Sincerely, 


ftth  E.  Young 
Principal 
KEY  Group  Engineering 

Attachments 

3701  Bee'Caves  Road,  Suite  102  Phone:     (512)328'1793 

Austin,  Texas    78746  FAX:    (512)327-1066 
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United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  SERVICE 

611  E.  Sixth  Street 

Grant  Bldg..  Suite  407 

Austin,  Texas  78701 

DEC  0  3  1993 

Keith   E.    Young 

KEY  Group  Engineering 

3701  Bee  Caves  Road,  Suite  102 

Austin,  Texas   78746 

Dear  Mr.  Young: 

This  responds  to  your  letter,  dated  August  31,  1993,  requesting  this  office 
review  the  following  property  for  its  suitability  as  habitat  for  federally 
listed  threatened  or  endangered  species: 

F<Lrt  cf  a  20.4'  -crs  ir..cl  rc-citc-J  4.1  rniio  i  from  3431  off  Li;v.= 
Creek  Road,  Travis  County,  Texas 

We  have  reviewed  the  information  you  provided  as  well  as  other  available 
information  concerning  the  potential  for  the  above  property  to  provide 
suitable  habitat  for  the  federally  listed  endangered  golden-cheeked  warbler, 
black-capped  vireo  and  cave  invertebrates.   We  believe  this  property  would 
provide  suitable  habitat  for  the  golden-cheeked  warbler,  the  black-cappred 
vireo  and/or  the  cave  invertebrates. 

The  subject  tract  is  part  of  a  large  tract  occupied  by  golden-cheeked  warbler, 
black-capped  vireo  and/or  the  cave  invertebrates.   Additionally,  areas  that 
are  biologically  necessary  for  the  continued  existence  of  a  species  may  not  be 
continuously  occupied  by  that  species.   Current  biological  information 
indicates  the  warbler  and  vireo  are  sensitive  to  several  factors  associated 
with  residential  development,  including  increases  in  noise  levels,  predators, 
human  activity  in  nesting  areas,  and  other  disturbance  factors.   We  believe 
that  clearing  or  development-related  activities  of  this  area,  would  constitute 
a  "take"  as  defined  by  the  Endangered  Species  Act  (Act).   The  Act  prohibits 
"take"  unless  it  is  incidental  to  an  otherwise  lawful  activity  and  been 
authorized  under  section  7  or  section  10(a)(1)(B)  of  the  Act.   Therefore, 
construction  in  this  area  would  require  authorization  under  the  Act. 

We  appreciate  your  concern  for  endangered  species  and  your  desire  to  comply 
with  the  Endangered  Specie3  Act.   This  response  is  intended  to  assist  you  in 
such  compliance.   You  are  ultimately  responsible  for  compliance  with  all  laws, 
and  this  letter  does  not  exempt  you  from  complying  with  current  or  future 
federal,  state,  regional,  or  local  development  requirements.  If  you  wish  to 
discuss  this  furtner,  please  contact  Aina  Earrera  at  (512)  432-5420'. 

Sincerely, 


bi 


9< 


Sam  D.  Hamilton 
State  Administrator 


Enclosure 
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f>0   BOX  2910 

AUSTIN.  TEXAS  7e?69  29" 

SU-463-OMr 

FAX  4990813 


STATJi  of  TEXAS 
[OUSI  oi  Ui  I':1'  '  L,\'TATIVES 


4c 


COMMITTEES 

CHlMtNAL  JURISPRUDENCE 

NATURAL  RESOURCES 


SUSAN  COM  US 

DISTRICT  47 


January  11,  1994 


Mr.  Sam  Hamilton 
U.S.  Fish  &  Wildlife 
300  East  8Ui  Stve<-i,G!67 
Austin,  Texas   78701 

Dear  Sam: 

'1'hanks  very  much  for  taking  the  time  to  stop  by  my  office  yesterday.  1  have  a  little  more 
information  for  you  by  way  of  description  about  Mrs.  Davidson's  tract. 

The  tract  consists  of  two  separate  plots  (contiguous)  which  add  up  to  1.45  acres. 

First,  tract  one  is  .65  acres  out  of  the  WD.  Fisher  Survey  A-2212,  being  pan  of  a  3.41  acre  tract 
earlier  conveyed. 

Hie  second  part  is  .80  acres  out  of  die  W.D.  Fisher  Survey  A-2212,  being  pan  of  an  8.47  acre 
tract  earlier  conveyed. 

As  to  where  this  is:  Lime  Geek  Road  comes  off  of  1431  in  far  western  Travis  County.  This 
tract  is  located  on  a  private  din  road  that  is  4.01  miles  in  on  Lime  Creek  Road  from  1431,  and 
then  you  turn  left,  and  the  tract  is  one-half  mile  further  in  on  the  dirt  road. 

The  houses  around  the  tract  are  aU  occupied.  1  am  sure  I  can  get  you  names  and  telephone 
numbers  of  people  if  you  need  them. 

I'd  really  appreciate  any  help  on  this  since  it  seems  to  me  that  where  you  already  have 
occupation  and  traffic,  one  more  house  in  die  middle  would  not  impose  undue  hardship  on  the 
birds 


Fleuse  let  me  know  if  she  can  in  fact  get  a  bird  letter.  She  understands  that  construction  would 
probably  have  to  wait  until  the  end  of  the  nesting  season.  Any  help  would  be  very  much 
appreciated. 
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Mr.  Sam  Hamilton 
January  11,  1994 
Page  Two 


I'll  also  call  you  as  soon  as  I  hear  from  Senator  BiirrientoK  on  the  other  matter. 
Sincere 


SUSAN  COMBS 
SC/lw 
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United  States  Department  of  the  Interior   "«■& 


HSIIANDWlinini    siRVKI  i^h       ii 
WASHINGTON    DC      20240 

MG  f  ?  /go/  ^  '  ^    « /     . 

In   Reply   Refer   To:                                             C  lay4  ^-^^^Rfc^ifo 


FWS/LS 


Honorable  Gerry  E.  Studds 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Merchant  Marine 

and  Fisheries 
House  of  Representatives 
Washington,  D.C.   20515-6230 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman: 

Thank  you  for  your  letter  of  May  20,  1994,  cosigned  by  Chairman 
Manton,  transmitting  questions  in  followup  to  your  hearing  on  the 
FY  1995  budget  for  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service. 

Enclosed  are  the  Service's  responses  to  your  questions.  If  you 
need  any  further  information,  please  do  not  hesitate  to  contact  me. 


Sincerely, 

/  sgd/  Russell  D.Eamasi 
Ad'r^  DIRECTOR 
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Follow-up  Questions  For  the  Record  From  representative  Studds 

Question:  Last  year  Secretary  Babbitt  told  us  that  creating  the 
National  Biological  Survey  (NBS)  would  enhance  the  research  support 
provided  to  management  agencies.  Has  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  been 
able  to  get  its  research  needs  addressed  since  the  creation  of  the  NBS? 

Answer  the  U.  S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  (Service)  has  been  able  to 
continue  its  long-term  working  relationship  with  the  National  Biological  Survey 
(NBS)  Research  Centers,  Cooperative  Fish  and  Wildlife  Research  Units,  and  the 
Office  of  Information  Transfer.  These  entities  within  NBS  have  been  especially 
helpful  to  the  Service  in  identification  of  research  needs  associated  with 
ecosystem  management.  Opportunities  have  been  provided  to  the  Service  to 
identify  future  research  needs  and  opportunities  for  NBS  assistance. 

Question:  Can  you  give  us  specific  examples? 

Answer:  Examples  of  on-going  Service  research  needs  being  met  by  NBS 
include  the  following: 

•  A  Hawaiian  ecosystems  initiative  which  is  investigating  the  effects  of  non- 
indigenous  species. 

•  Maintaining  a  good  working  relationship  with  the  Biomonitoring  of 
Environmental  Status  and  Trends  (BEST)  program.  There  are  numerous 
prospects  for  joint  efforts  between  the  Service  and  BEST  to  determine  chemical 
hazards  affecting  long-term  resource  status  and  trends  on  Interior  lands  and 
trust  resource  habitats  across  the  country. 

•  The  North  Carolina  Cooperative  Fish  and  Wildlife  Research  Unit  is  working 
with  Roanoke  River  refuge  to  inventory  and  determine  productivity  of 
neotropical  birds  within  this  large  forest  complex. 

•  The  National  Wetlands  Research  Center  is  working  with  our  nongame 
coordinator  and  several  refuges  on  such  projects  as: 

(a)  The  impacts  of  forest  silviculture  on  migrant  birds  at  Tensas  River 
refuge. 

(b)  The  importance  of  rice  and  alternative  rice  management  practices  for 
wildlife  (emphasis  on  nongame  birds). 

•  The  Patuxent  Analytical  Control  Facility  (Control  Facility)  at  the  Patuxent 
Wildlife  Research  Center  has  continued  to  provide  support  for  chemical 
analysis  of  environmental  samples  to  detect  environmental  contaminants 
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•  NBS  provided  technical  assistance  to  the  Service  on  two  specific  occasions  in 
the  spring  of  1994  related  to  Platte  River  issues  in  Nebraska.  NBS  staff 
facilitated  a  session  and  provided  technical  biological  assistance  during  a 
workshop  to  help  Service  biologists  develop  prioritized  flow  scenarios  for  the 
central  Platte  River  in  Nebraska.  Target  flows  were  developed  for  wet, 
average,  and  dry  water  years  that  will  protect  existing  important  fish  and 
wildlife  resources,  including  threatened  and  endangered  species,  and  enable 
recovery  of  the  ecosystem.  NBS  also  assisted  the  Service  in  developing  a 
strategy  for  how  to  approach  the  States  and  water  users  on  the  Service's  flow 
recommendations. 

•  Development  of  guidelines  and  protocol  standards  for  registering,  with  the 
Food  and  Drug  Administration,  chemotherapeutants  used  in  fish  propagation 
and  research  in  cooperation  with  NBS'  LaCrosse  Fish  Research  Lab,  Wisconsin. 

•  Improvement  of  steelhead  trout  and  white  sturgeon  fin  quality  through  diet 
development  and  nutrition  studies  in  cooperation  with  NBS'  Tunison  Fish 
Nutrition  Lab,  New  York. 

•  In  Alaska,  the  Service  and  NBS  have  collaborated  well  to  initiate 
complementary  programs  on  land  birds.  The  Service  has  concentrated  its 
efforts  on  initiating  refuge  monitoring  projects  and  has  taken  the  initiative  to 
revitalize  the  statewide  Breeding  Bird  Survey  program.    The  NBS  has  taken  the 
initiative  to  investigate  monitoring  methods  adapted  to  a  program  for 
statewide  status  and  trends.  The  efforts  complement  each  other  well.  The 
Service  and  NBS  have  also  worked  well  together  in  organizing  and 
implementing  the  Boreal  Partners-Ln  Flight  Working  Group. 

It  has  come  to  my  attention  that  during  fiscal  years  1993-94,  over  $8  million 
dollars  appropriated  for  hatchery  operations  was  diverted  to  other  uses,  including  the 
establishment  of  new  offices  and  initiatives,  primarily  within  the  Management 
Assistance  program.  The  Subcommittees  would  like  additional  information  to 
evaluate  this  diversion  of  appropriated  funds.  We  would  like  answers  to  the 
following  questions. 

Question  :  How  has  the  reprogramming  of  hatchery  funds  affected  the  ability 
of  hatchery  facilities  to  carry  out  their  duties? 

Answer  The  Service  is  now  conducting  a  management  control  review  regarding 
various  aspects  of  the  fisheries  program.  One  of  the  issues  being  examined  is  whether 
appropriated  hatchery  funds  have  been  used  to  support  activities  outside  the  hatchery 
program  (i.e.,  uses  unrelated  to  fish  production,  fish  health,  or  fish  technology 
development).  We  have  not  determined  what  effect,  if  any,  such  funding  patterns  have 
had  on  the  ability  of  facilities  to  carry  out  their  duties.  When  the  management  review  is 
completed  in  August,  the  Service  will  be  able  to  determine  if  a  request  for 
reprograrnrning  authority  is  necessary,  and  whether  facilities  have  been  affected  by 
funding  trends. 
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Question  :  What  goals  does  the  Management  Assistance  Program 
accomplish? 

Answer:  The  mission  of  the  Service's  Fisheries  Program  is  "to  conserve, 
restore,  enhance,  and  manage  fisheries  resources  and  their  supporting  aquatic 
ecosystems  to  perpetuate  their  many  benefits  for  future  generations".  In 
achieving  that  mission,  the  goals  of  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Management 
Subactivity  include: 

c  Restoration  and  maintenance  of  nationally  significant  fishery  resources 

and  aquatic  ecosystems 
o  Mitigation  for  Federal  water  projects 

o  Cooperative  management  of  interjurisdictional  fishery  resources 

o  Recovery  of  threatened  and  endangered  fishes 

o  Technical  assistance  for  fish  and  wildlife  management  on  federal  and 

tribal  lands 
o  Prevention  and  control  of  nonindigenous  aquatic  nuisance  species 

o  Conservation  and  management  of  non-listed  marine  mammals 

o  Enhancement  of  recreational  fisheries  and  their  habitats 

Question  :  Why  are  these  goals  more  important  than  the  goals  for 
hatcheries? 

Answer:  Fisheries  Resources  Offices  (FROs),  Fish  Hatcheries,  Fish 
Technology  Centers,  and  Fish  Health  Centers  all  contribute  to  the 
accomplishment  of  these  mutual  fisheries  management  goals. 

Fisheries  management  and  hatcheries  are  both  key  components  of  the 
national  fisheries  program.  They  must  be  integrated  to  be  most  effective. 
Although  separate  organizational  units  and  budget  subactivities  remain, 
successful  efforts  have  been  made  in  recent  years  to  more  fully  integrate  the 
activities  associated  with  each  of  these  components  into  a  coherent  Fisheries 
Program.  Our  efforts  related  to  restoration  of  Great  Lakes  lake  trout,  Atlantic 
Coast  striped  bass,  Atlantic  salmon,  and  Klamath,  Trinity,  and  Chehalis  River 
ecosystems  provide  examples  of  the  integration  of  hatchery  and  fisheries 
management  efforts  in  fisheries  conservation.  As  indicated  in  the  Hatchery 
Operations  and  Maintenance  section  of  the  Service's  FY  1994  Budget 
Justifications,  product  evaluation  efforts  including  tagging  and  tag  recovery, 
evaluating  tagging  data,  and  determining  the  interactions  of  hatchery  reared  fish 
and  wild  stocks  are  critical  components  of  these  conservation  efforts.  In  many 
cases,  these  activities  are  conducted  by  biologists  from  the  FROs. 

The  once  clear  distinction  between  fish  production  and  fishery 
management  has  begun  to  blur  in  response  to  fundamental  changes  in  the  role  of 
cultured  fish  and  changing  expectations  that  the  Fisheries  Program  be  based  on  a 
more  holistic  approach.  Increasingly,  directly  related  activities  such  as  fishery 
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management  planning,  identification  of  stocking  needs,  broodstock  collection, 
outplanting  of  hatchery  reared  fish,  tagging  hatcherv-released  fish,  collecting  and 
analyzing  tag  data,  and  evaluation  of  the  performance  and  contributions  of 
hatchery  fish  to  program  goals  are  carried  out  bv  FRO  staff  at  locations  often 
distant  from  hatcheries. 

Question  :  Why  hasn't  this  program  received  funds  through  the 
normal  appropriations  process? 

Answer:  Fish  and  Wildlife  Management  funding  has  been  requested 
and  received  through  the  renewal  appropropriations  process.  For  example, 
funding  was  requested  and  appropriated  in  Fi'  1994  for  the  Fisheries 
Stewardship  Initiative.  Funding  has  been  appropriated  to  support  fisherv 
conservation  and  restoration,  recreational  fisheries  and  nonindigenous  species 
activities. 

Question  :  Has  the  FWS  ever  submitted  reprogramming  requests  to 
this  Committee  or  the  Appropriations  Subcommittee  concerning  the  transfer 
of  these  funds?  If  so,  we  would  like  a  copy.  If  not,  whv  not? 

Answer:  No  reprogramming  has  been  submitted  as  the  Service  has  not 
determined  if  one  is  necessary  and  will  not  conclude  a  review  until  August  1994. 

Question  :  Hatchery  reform  is  an  issue  in  which  several  Members  of 
the  Subcommittee  are  very  interested.  Will  the  reprogramming  of  money 
affect  the  ability  of  hatcheries  to  accomplish  needed  reforms?  Will 
reprogramming  affect  the  ability  of  hatcheries  to  support  recovery  of  depleted 
fish  populations? 

Answer:  No  reprogramming  has  been  submitted  as  the  Service  has  not 
determined  if  one  is  necessary  and  will  not  conclude  a  review  until  August  1994. 
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Follow-up  Questions  From  The  Honorable  Curt  Weldon 

Question:  The  Department  of  Interior  has  received  a  bequest  of  more 
that  $2.4  million  from  Antonio  Cusano.  The  money  was  intended  for  the 
.onstruction  of  a  long  overdue  environmental  education  center  at  the  John 
Heinz  National  Wildlife  Refuge  in  Tinicum,  PA.  The  Center  will  be  paid  for 
through  a  joint  public-private  effort  spearheaded  by  the  National  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Foundation. 

Please  update  us  on  the  status  of  this  project,  including  a  timetable  for 
the  transfer  of  the  bequest  from  the  Department  to  the  National  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Foundation. 

Answer  Legislation  authorizing  the  transfer  of  the  bequest  to  the 
Foundation  is  needed.  Legislation  pertaining  to  the  Cusano  bequest  has  been 
proposed  in  the  House  which  reflects  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Foundations 
(Foundation)  lead  in  soliciting  non-Federal  contributions  as  well  as  "designing 
and  constructing  a  facility  for  an  environmental  education  center  and  refuge 
headquarters"  at  the  John  Heinz  NWR.  The  facility  would  be  donated  to  the  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service  (Service)  upon  its  completion. 

The  timetable  for  the  transfer  is  raliant  on  enactment  of  the  legislation. 
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follow-up  Questions  for  the  record  from  Congressman  young 

Question:    For  the  record,  please  provide  the  Subcommittees  with  the 
number  of  full,  part-time,  and  temporary  employees  of  the  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  in  Alaska,  broken  down  by  the  job  they  perform  (enforcement, 
management,  administrative,  etc.)  and  where  in  Alaska  they  are  located. 

Answer:  In  response  to  your  question  regarding  the  number  of  full- 
time,  part-time  and  temporary  employees  of  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  in 
Alaska,  the  table  below  reflects  permanent  and  temporary  work  force  by  location 
and  by  job  category  (management,  professional/  scientific,  scientific  technical 
support,  other  technical  support,  administrative/clerical,  law  enforcement,  and 
wage  grade)  as  of  May  26,  1994. 

U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 

Resiion  7.  Alaska 

PERMANENT  EMPLOYEES  (As  of  Mav  26.  1994) 


Mgmt 

Prol/ 
Sci 

Sci  Tech 
Supt 

Other 
Tech  Sunt 

Admin/ 
Cler 

Law 
Enforce 

Wage 
Grade 

P/T  =  Part- 
time 

FfT=  Full- 
time 

FAT 

P/T 

F/T 

PfT 

F/T 

P/T 

FAT 

pit 

F/T 

PfT 

FA" 

PfT 

F/T 

PfT 

Aduk 

l 

i 

l 

l 

Anchoraae 

:u 

& 

* 

4 

?u 

:>u 

1 

Bethel 

i 

o 

5 

4 

: 

Chevak 

l 

Cold  Bav 

i. 

3 

l 

1 

1 

Dillingham 

1 

4 

l 

1 

1 

Emmonak 

i 

Fairbanks 

4 

30 

: 

l 

i 

" 

4 

l 

Galena 

! 

4 

i 

i 

: 

1 

Homer 

1 

:> 

l 

4 

5 

3 

Juneau 

lu 

i 

i 

1 

1 

1 

Kenai 

4 

1 

1 

1 

Ketchikan 

1 

King 
Salmon 

1 

6 

i 

l 

2 

Kodiak 

1 

4 

1 

3 

1 

Kotzebue 

1 

2 

1 

Lower 
Kalskae 

i 

McGrath 

1 

3 

l 

1 

Nome 

l 

Quinhaeak 

: 

Russian 
Mission 

i 

Soldotna 

1 

7 

4 

i 

2 

1 

2 

2 

Tetlin 

1 

Tok 

1 

3 

2 

1 

Totals 

36 

180 

iJ 

10 

5 

7$ 

9 

79 

7 

13 

16 

ft 
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Question:  In  addition,  for  1993  (and  1994  if  possible)  please  provide 
the  number  of  summer  hires  in  Alaska,  where  they  are  located,  and  their  state 
of  residence. 


Answer  A  listing  of  summer  hires  in  Alaska  for  1994  has  also  been 
provided.  It  is  arranged  by  job  title,  and  duty  station. 

U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
Recion  7,  Alaska 
TEMPORARY  EMPLOYEES  (As  of  May  26.  1994) 


Mgmt 

Prof/ 

Sci 

Sci  Tech 

Supt 

Other 
Tech  Supt 

Admin/ 
Cler 

Law 
Enforce 

Wage 
Grade 

?[X  -  Part- 
time 

F/t  =  Full- 
time 

ivr 

ivr 

ivr 

WT 

ivr 

IVI 

1-71 

IVI 

1-71 

IVI 

Ailak 

ii 

Anchorace 

:o 

n 

4 

- 

Bethel 

Bellies 

1 

Chev;ik 

i 

DillmahaiTi 

j 

1 

- 

Eaecik 

Fairbanks 

:u 

i 

- 

- 

GaJena 

- 

i 

1 

Homer 

- 
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Question:  The  USFVVS  has  identified  for  acquisition  several  parcels  of 
land  owned  by  the  Kenai  Natives  Association  (KNA)  inside  the  Kenai 
National  Wildlife  Refuge.  Collectively  these  parcels  have  been  identified  by 
USFVVS  as  the  "Kenai  River  Project." 

Question:  Have  these  parcels  been  given  a  "high"  acquisition  rating 
by  USFWS? 

Answer  The  parcels  are  ranked  number  22  on  the  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  (Service)  FY  1995  National  Priority  List.  FY  1995  funding  from  the  Land 
and  Water  Conservation  Fund  has  been  requested  for  only  the  top  15  Service 
priorities. 

Question:  What  actions  are  now  being  taken  by  the  Administration  to 
resolve  the  "scoring"  issue  related  to  the  proposed  property  credit  account? 

Answer  The  scoring  issue  is  being  coordinated  with  the  Secretary's 
office  and  the  Office  of  Management  and  Budget.  The  issue  has  not  vet  been 
resolved. 

Question:  What  are  the  plans  of  the  FWS  to  execute  and  complete  the 
proposed  acquisition  and  exchange  package  involving  the  KNA  lands  which 
was  forwarded  by  the  Alaska  Region  to  Washington,  DC,  in  October,  1993? 

Answer:  The  Service  is  very  interested  in  completing  the  KNA 
exchange.  As  currently  configured  the  exchange  proposal  calls  for  a  cash 
payment  of  $4,431,000  from  the  Land  and  Water  Conservation  Fund.  No  Land 
and  Water  Fund  money  has  been  appropriated  for  the  KNA  exchange  and  the 
project  did  not  rank  high  enough  in  the  Service's  national  priority  list  to  request 
funding  for  FY  1995.  If  additional  funding  is  made  available  or  if  the  method  of 
payment  can  be  renegotiated  with  KNA,  the  Service  is  committed  to  completing 
the  proposed  exchange  as  soon  as  possible. 
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FOLLOW-UP  QUESTION  FOR  THE  RECORD  FROM  REPRESENTATIVE  MANTON 

Question:  What  recommendations  do  you  have  for  amendments  to  the 
Fishery  Conservation  and  Management  Act  (Magnuson  Act)? 

Answer:  Both  the  House  (H.R.  4430)  and  the  Senate  (S.  2138)  are 
considering  proposed  amendments  to  the  Magnuson  Fishery  Conservation  and 
Management  Act.  The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  (Service)  is  generally  supportive 
of  those  proposed  amendments.  They  address  most  of  the  issues  that  the  Service 
perceives  to  be  important:  enhancing  conservation  measures  to  assure  the  long- 
term  future  of  marine  fisheries,  assuring  fair  and  balanced  Council  membership 
and  reducing  perceptions  of  conflict  of  interest,  reducing  bycatch,  increasing 
management  responsiveness,  and  improving  data  acquisition  and  incorporation 
of  data  into  the  management  process. 

Neither  the  current  language  of  the  Magnuson  Act,  nor  the  proposed 
amendments,  provide  a  basis  beyond  overfishing  for  determining  under  what 
conditions  the  Regional  Fishery  Management  Councils  should  undertake 
management  of  a  fishery.  Establishing  some  minimum  "standards"  for  Council 
management,  such  as  fisheries  that  exceed  a  landing  threshold  in  terms  of 
tonnage  or  dollars,  fisheries  designated  as  "underutilized,"  fisheries  that 
experience  dramatic  increases  in  directed  effort,  or  fisheries  for  which  public 
interest  groups  petition  the  Council  to  manage,  could  be  more  proactive  in 
preventing  declines. 

Section  304(e)(1)(D)  of  both  H.R.  4430  and  S.  2138  requires  the  Secretary 
of  Commerce  to  consult  with  the  Department  of  the  Interior  regarding  Council- 
developed  plans  affecting  anadromous  fisheries,  but  does  not  include  all 
interjurisdictional  coastal  fisheries  and  plans  developed  by  the  Secretary  (Section 
304(f)(1)).  Several  fisheries  along  the  Atlantic  coast  are  managed  under  joint 
plans  between  the  Regional  Fishery  Management  Councils  and  the  Atlantic 
States  Marine  Fisheries  Commission  (Commission).  The  Commission  recently 
amended  its  interstate  fishery  management  program  to  include  the  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  in  all  of  its  management  planning.  Extending  consultation  to  the 
Service  for  all  marine  fisheries  with  coastal  components  would  provide  for  a 
consistent  approach  to  management  of  marine  fisheries  with  coastal  components. 
In  addition,  the  recently  enacted  Atlantic  Coastal  Fisheries  Cooperative 
Management  Act  requires  the  Secretaries  of  Commerce  and  the  Interior  to 
develop  and  implement  a  program  to  assist  the  Atlantic  coastal  states  in 
management  of  coastal  fishery  resources. 

The  Service  agrees  that  habitat  degradation  is  one  major  threat  to  the 
long-term  viability  of  our  nation's  fisheries.  A  variety  of  statutes  other  than  the 
Magnuson  Act,  both  state  and  federal,  address  issues  of  habitat  loss.  However, 
the  Magnuson  Act  provides  the  only  regulatory  authority  for  the  harvest  of 
fishery  resources  of  the  exclusive  economic  zone.  Identification  in  the  Magnuson 
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Act  of  habitat  destruction  as  the  greatest  long-term  threat  could  be  used  by  fish 
harvesters  to  direct  attention  away  from  the  importance  of  overharvest  on  fishery 
resources. 
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Follow-up  Question  For  the  Record  from  representative  Tauzin 

Question:  In  the  1992  settlement  of  Fund  for  Animals  v  Lujan,  the  FWS 
agreed  to  list  a  number  of  endangered  species  -  approximately  400  by  some 
estimates.  Please  provide  more  information  regarding  both  the  reasons  for  the 
agreement,  and  how  the  FWS  plans  to  meet  their  obligations. 

Will  the  usual  listing  procedures  be  used  in  listing  these  species,  or 
will  there  be  exceptions  made? 

Answer  The  agreement  requires  that  the  Service  propose  for  listing 
approximately  400  category  1  candidate  species  by  the  end  of  fiscal  year  1996. 
Category  1  candidate  species  are  taxa  (species,  subspecies,  vertebrate 
populations)  for  which  the  Service  has  on  file  substantial  information  on 
biological  vulnerability  and  threat  to  support  proposals  to  list  them  as 
endangered  or  threatened  species.  The  usual  listing  procedures  will  be  used  in 
developing  the  proposals,  and  in  all  other  steps  in  arriving  at  a  final  decision  on 
whether  or  not  to  list  the  species. 

Question:  Will  the  usual  scientific  criteria  be  used  to  determine 
critical  habitat  and  population  levels,  or  will  special  criteria  be  instituted  to 
meet  the  terms  of  the  settlement? 

Answer  Proposed  rules  to  meet  the  terms  of  the  settlement,  and  final 
rules  listing  a  species  if  appropriate,  will  be  based  on  the  criteria  in  the 
Endangered  Species  Act,  associated  regulations  and  policy  guidance.  No  special 
criteria  or  exceptions  to  the  usual  scientific  criteria  will  be  followed  in  meeting 
the  terms  of  the  settlement. 

Question:  What  is  the  FWS  timetable  for  completion  of  the  listing 
goals  under  the  terms  of  the  settlement? 

Answer:  The  agreement  requires  that  the  Service  propose  for  listing 
approximately  400  category  1  candidate  species  by  the  end  of  fiscal  year  1996. 
The  Service  expects  to  have  listed  70  percent  of  the  species  required  (278  species) 
by  the  settlement  by  the  end  of  fiscal  year  1994,  and  expects  to  list  another  131 
species  in  fiscal  year  1995,  thus  meeting  the  terms  of  the  agreement. 

Question:  Please  provide  more  information  on  the  "Jobs  in  the 
Woods"  program. 

Answer  The  "Jobs  in  the  Woods"  program  is  a  federal  interagency 
program  for  the  restoration  of  damaged  watersheds  within  the  range  of  the 
northern  spotted  owl.  Under  this  program,  displaced  forest  products  industry 
workers  are  hired  at  family  wages  ($10  to  $12  per  hour)  to  perform  the  work. 
The  federal  agencies  involved  are  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  the  Bureau  of 
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Land  Management,  the  Forest  Service,  and  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs. 
Generally,  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  funding  is  used  to  perform  restoration  on 
non-federal  lands;  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  funding  is  used  for  restoration  on 
Tribal  and  adjacent  lands;  and  Bureau  of  Land  Management  and  Forest  Service 
funding  is  used  for  restoration  on  their  lands,  respectively.  Potential  projects 
include  decommissioning  roads,  slope  stabilization,  riparian  improvements  such 
as  fencing  and  plantings,  stand  improvements,  and  wetland  restoration.  There  is 
also  a  potential  for  a  significant  number  of  jobs  associated  with  monitoring 
projects  after  completion  for  compliance  with  specifications  and  for  effectiveness 
of  ecosystem  improvements. 

Question:  How  will  that  program  be  funded? 

Answer  The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service's  participation  in  the  program  is 
funded  at  $1,000,000  in  fiscal  year  1994,  and  is  requested  at  $10,000,000  in  the 
Fiscal  Year  1995  Budget  Request.  With  the  funding  requested  in  1995,  the  Service 
expects  to  put  to  work  approximately  700  displaced  workers.  The  Service  will 
also  match  monies  with  funding  from  such  state  programs  as  the  state  of 
Washington's  Jobs  for  the  Environment. 

Question:   How  much  is  it  expected  to  cost? 

Answer:  The  Service  anticipates  that  the  entire  S10  million  will  be 
utilized  in  FY  1995. 

Question:  What  criteria  will  be  used  to  determine  how  much  money  is 
given  and  to  whom? 

Answer  For  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  the  Western  Regional  Office 
will  allocate  the  funding  among  the  three  states  involved  (California, 
Washington,  and  Oregon)  through  the  appropriate  Service  field  offices.  The 
allocation  to  the  field  offices  will  be  based  on  degree  of  preparedness  to  scope 
out  and  complete  projects;  availability  of  potential  projects;  availability  of 
potential  partners  to  cost  share  projects;  potential  for  resource  benefit, 
particularly  benefits  to  listed  and  candidate,  threatened  and  endangered  species; 
and/ availability  of  displaced  forest  products  industry  workers.  The  various  field 
offices  will  fund  projects  that  have  been  identified  through  watershed  analysis. 
Projects  will  be  prioritized  based  on  benefits  to  anadromous  fish,  listed  and 
candidate  species,  and  other  species  of  concern;  potential  for  partnerships; 
feasibility;  number  of  displaced  workers  potentially  hired;  and/ Senefits  to 
resources  important  to  treaty  tribes.  Generally,  the  offices  will  enter  into 
cooperative  agreements  with  Conservation  Districts,  state  agencies,  private 
industry  councils,  tribes,  non-profit  organizations,  private  timber  companies  and 
other  groups  to  hire  the  displaced  workers  and  supervise  the  work.  Funding 
given  will  depend  on  the  extent  and  type  of  work  to  be  performed  and  the  skills 
and  the  equipment  needed  to  perform  the  work. 
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